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16abstract

This report presents an overview of all current rulemaking activities which are
associated with motor vehlcle safety standards, It describes the formal procedures which
govern the National Highway Traffle Safety Administration's development of Federal
motor vehicle safetly standards, ano examines eight standards which illustrate the
rulemaking process, The emphasis in this study will be on rulemaking from the point at
which a safely need is identitied and a rule first concelved to the promulgation of & final
tule, . Though the monltoring of rules, compliance testirg, and enforcement will be
mentioned, they will not be examined in detall in ti.is report,

This case history, like its predecessors, presents an objective, factual account of
HHTSA rvvlemaking procedures and actlvities, largely through description of specifio
examples. It does not contain analysis, but will help serve as a basis for the Safety
Board's evaluation of the NHTSA's rulemaking process, to be published as Yolume IV of the
series. This case history was developed by the Safety Board through extensive interviews
with NHTSA personnel, through examination of internal agency docurnents, Including
formal and informal documentation of specific rules, and through review of public dockets

telated to the standards. The NHTSA has had the opportunity to review and comment on
a draft of this report.
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NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20594

SAYETY EFFECTIVENESS BVALUATIOPN OZF THE
NATIONAL HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFKETY ADMINISTRATION'S
RULEMAKING PROCESS

Adopted February 15, 1980 e

VOLUME Itli CURRENT RULEMAKING

INTRODUCTION

Te. nlopendent Safety Board Act of 1974 directs the National
Transportniion Safety Board to "evaluate, assess the effectiveness, and publish the
findings of the !~ ard with respect to the transportation safety consciousness and
efficacy in previating accidents of other government agencles. . . . One way In
which this rnandate is fulfilled is by conducting "safety elfectiveness evaluations”
such as that currently being conducted on the rulemaking process of the National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA). That evaluation, which will be
completed in early 1980, will be based on three case histories of NHTSA
rulemaking: Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standard (FMVSS) 121—Alr Breke
Systems; 1/ FMVSS 208—Occupant Restraint Systems; 2/ and this survey of NHTSA
rulemaking activities which are currently in progress. The evaluation will draw on
the three case histories and other materials to analyze and assess the NHTSA's
rulemeking process, The projeci rasponds t¢ a request from the House Committee
on Public Works and Transportation that the Safety Board conduct “an evaluation
of truck braking standards and passive restraint systems . . .[aiid] evaluate the
effectiveness of some of the actlvities and programs of NHTSA ... ." §/

Whereas each of the previous two case historles laid out in detail the events
surrounding & single standard, this report presents an overview of all current
rulemaking activities which are assoclated with niotor vehicle sufety standards, It
describes the formal procedures which govern the agency's development of Federal
motor vehlole safety standards, and examines eight standards which illustrate the
rulemaking process. The emphasis in this study will be on rulemeking from the
point at which a safety neec is Iidentified and a rule first conceived to the
promulgation of a final rule. Though the monitoring of rules, compliance testing,
and enforcement will be mentioned, they will not be examined in detail in this
report,

1/ "Caso History of Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standard 121, August 2, 1879
(NTSB-SEE-73-4).

2/ "Case History of Federal Motuir Vehicle Safety Standard 208," September 28,
1979 (NTSB-SEE-79-5).

3/ U.S. House of Represenatives, Report No. £5~1169, Part 1, p. 3.




This case history, like its predecessors, presents an objective, factual account
of NHTSA rulemaking procedures and aotivities, largely through description of
specific examples, It does not contain aralysis, but will help serve as a basis for
the Safetly Board's evaluation of the NHTSA's rulomaking process. This case
history was developed by the Safety Board through extsnsive interviews with
NHTSA personnel, through exeamination of internal agensy documents, including
formal and informal docuientation of specific rules, and through review of publie
dockets related to the standards, The NHTSA has had the opporturity to review
and comment on a draft of this report.

BACKGROUND

The NHTSA is an agency within the Department of Transportation (DOT). It
was first established in April 1987 as the National Highway Safety Bureau (NHSB)
to carry out ths provisions of the National Highway Safety Act of 1963 and the
Nationai Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1986. Administrative action of
the Secretary of Transportation placed that Bureau within the Federal Highwey
Administration (FHWA), On March 20, 1970, the Secretary separated the Bureau
fromn the FHWA and established it as one of the administrations of the Department,
reporting directly to the Secretary. The Highway Safety Aot of 1970 confirmed
this actlon, repaming the agenoy the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration,

The NHTSA is responsible for establishing and enforcing national standards
for improving safety in the operation and performance of motor vehicles and
equipment. The agency's authority for this mission derives from tho National
Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1966 (Safely Act of 1888). 4/ A motor
vehicle safety standard is defined in the Aot as "a minimum stendard for motor
vehlcle performance, or motor vehlele equipment performance, which s
practicable, which meets the need for motor vehlcle safety and which provides
objeative criteria”

The Safety Act of 1986 authorizes additional activities on the part of the
NHTSA, such as vehicle defect investigations and research development, Also in
1986, under the National Highway Safety Act, the NHTSA was glven authority to
administer a grant-in-ald program to enhance the States' ability to implemant
traffic safety improvements, Under more recent legislation, the NHTSA is charged
with the development of Federal standards in such otler specific areas as bumper
performance, odomater integrity, and fuel economy. This case history, however, Is
resirioted to rulemaking of tha NHTSA for motor vehlcle safety standards
authorized by the Safety Act of 1966,

Under the Safety Aot of 1860, the Secretary of Transportation and his or her
delegate, in prescribing safety standards, is to:

§7P.L.85-588, September 9, 19663 15 U.S.C. 1381 g_!_a_#g

g S At mﬁw«m’




(4)

consider relevant available motor vehicle safety dats, including
the results of research, development and evaluation activities
conducted pursuant to this [Act);

LK BN IR IR

consider whether any ouch proposed standard is reasonable,
practicable and ap?coprlate for the particular type of motor
vehicle or item of motor vehicle equipment for which it is

preseribed; end

consider the extent to which such standards will contribute to
carrying out the purposes of this [Aect).

To carry out this mandate, the Secretary of Transportation is granted
specifio authority to conduJt research, testing, development, and training in traffic
and vehicle safety. This includes, but is not limited to:

(1)

(2)
(3)

Data colleotion "from any source for the purpose of determining
the relationship hetween motor vehlcle, .. performance
charaoteristics and (A) accidents involving motor vehicles, and ()
the occurrence of death or personal injury resulting from such
accidents;"

obtalning experimental vehicles and equipment for testing; and
selling or disposing of those vehicles or equipment,

Accoriing to the legisiative history of the Aot, the intent of these provisicns
ts to establish a motor vehinle technological capacity for the Federal Government:

The Federal Government must deovelop a major independeat technicil
capacity sufficlent to perform comprehensive basic research on
accident and injury prevention, adequate to test and contribute to the
quality of the industry's safety performance; a technical capacity
capable of initlating innovation in safety design and engincering snd of
serving as a yardsilck egainst which the performance of private
industry can be measured; and finally, a technical capacity capable of
do:eloplng and implamenting meaningful standards for automotive
safety. 5/

One of the concerns expressed in the legislative history of the Act Is that
safoty standards should set performance criterla and not be design-orlented.
Regulations are expscted to be performance standards, "specifying the required
minimum safe performance of vehicles but not the manner In which the
manufacturer i. to achieve the spacified performants. . .." The intent behind this
requirement is to ensure that the safety standards allow room for competition znd
do not "stifle inncvation in automotive design.”

371048 U.8. Code Cotg. and Adm. News, p. 2711,




~ The Secretary of Transportation is directed to consider the reasonableness
and approprizteness of any proposed standard. "The Secretary is not expected to
issue a standard covering every component and function of a motor vehicle, but
only for those vehicle characteristics that have a significant bearing on safety." In
addition, the following specific intent is described In the legislative history:

The committee intends that safsty shall e the overriding consideration
in the issuance of stsndards under this bill. The committee
recognizes...that the Secreiary will necessarily consider
reasonableness of cost, feasibility and adequate lead time.

In dstermining whether any proposed standerd is "appropriate” for the
partioular type of motor vehicle equipment or item of motor vehicle
equipment for which it is prescribed, the committee intends that the
Secretary will consider the desirability of aifording consumers
continued wide range of choices in the selection of motor vehicles. 8/

The basio intent and authority expressed by the Safety Act of 1986 remain in
effect to this date. Refinaments and specific interpretations have been made
through the vears by legislative amendments and the resolution of litigation.
However, the general purpose and objectives of the Act still provide the guidarce
used by the NHTSA to issue Federal mo®or vehicle satety standards.

This report consists of two sections and an appendix: Part 1 discusses in
detail the formal rulemaking procedures of the NHTSA; Part Il deseribes eight
individual standards as illustrations of rulemaking activity; Appendix A outlines all
of the NHTSA's motor whicle safety standards. Before beginning Part I, a brief
outline of the structure of the NHTSA will be presented to outline the organization
within which rulemaking tekes placa. 7/

The NHTSA is headed by an Administrator who has averall responsibility for
the development and implementation of agency programs and who reports to the
Secretary of Transportation. Within the NHTSA there are five elements which are
most direotly concer.ed with the establishment of motor vehicle safety standards:
Rulemaking; Reseirch and Development; Plans and Programs; Enforcement; and
the Office of the Chief Counsel. Bach of these elements, with the exception of the
Office of the Chief Counsel, is headed by an Assoclate Administrator who
supervises the aotivities of that element and reports to the Administrator, A brief
description of each of these elcments follows (see figure 1h

(1) Rulemaki Rulemaking, ard within this element the Cifice of
Vehicle Sa’ety Standards, is tiie center of motor vehicls safety
standard activity. The office prepares the initlal documantaiion
for a rule, generally called a Rulemaking Support Paper. This
includes presanting data deseribing a safety problem, analysis of

§7 150, p. T4
T/ The baslo structure of the NHTSA and the funotions of its elements are
established in DOT Order 1100.12A and NHTSA Ocder 110.8.
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poteutial countermeasures to reduce injury ard death related to
the problem, estimating benefits and costs associated with the
potential standard, and writing a first draft of the proposad
regulation. In addition, the office bears the primary responsibility
for fr:sponding to petitions concerning safety standards currently
in effect,

Research _and Development.  This coffice directs research
assoclated with development of potential regulations, It works
closely with Rulemaking, and projects of both offices are
coordinated through the Five Year Plan (desoribed in more detail
Oh pages 19-21), which focuses rasearch in sreas in which the
agency determines rulemaking is most needed. An engineer in
Research and Development and a counterpart in Rulemaking are
assigned to coordinate each standard or proposed regulation,
Included among the elements of Resesrch and Development are
the National Center for Statistics and Analysis and the Vehicle
Research and Test Center.

Plans and Programs. Plans and Pragrtams is responsible for
independentiy analyzing and evaluating the effects of proposed
regulations, It reviews and questions proposals prepared by
Rulemaking and, in particular, assesses the economic impast of a
proposal. The office prepares a Regulatory Evaluation or, for
regulations deemed "significant," a Regulatory Analysis, which
analyzes the safety problem, proposed soluticns, benefits and
costs, and alternatives to the proposal. Plans and Programs is
8lso responsible for evaluating standards after they have become
effective and for managing the agency's planning process and Five
Year Rulemaking Plan,

Enforcement, Enfcrcement, through its Vehicle Safety
Compliance Division primarily deals with a standard after {t has
become effective, However, the office reviews proposed
rulemaking and may offer comment on proposed stancards,
particulacly concerning compliance test procedures.

Office of tiva Chief Counsel, The legal office works closely with
Rulemaking and Plans and Programs in evaluating a proposed
regulation in its legal context. The office is actively involved
early in the rulemaking process reviewing the adequacy of
Rulemaking Suoport Papers, and is eventually responsible for
preparing all ruiemsking proposals,

Finally, several terms associated with the NHTSA's rulemaking will appear
throughout this report, and for the sake of clarity are defined at the cutset:

T2 Five Year Plan: A plan published first in March 1978 and revised and
updated Tn April 1979 that focuses the NHTSA's resources on approximately 40
rulernaking projeats. It is accompanied by a "Rese¢arch and Development Plan," a




detailed description and estimate of the Nesearch and Development schedule and
resources hecessary to support each rulemaking project.

Rulemaking Support Paper: The initial documentation supporting and
analyzing a rulemaking project. The Rulemu':ing Support Paper is prepared by the
Rulemaking office and is an internal do:ument which forms a basis fcr a forinal
notice. It is not generally released to the public,

Regulatory Evaluation or Regulatory Analysis: A paper prepared by Plans
and Programs after a Rulemaking Support Paper has been written, to assess the
effects of a proposed rulemaking, in particular to evaluate the costs and benefits
associated with the proposal and alternstives to it. This aralysis becomes part of
the public docket when a notice, either en ANPRM or NPRM, is publist.2d.

Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemakirg (ANPRM). A formal public
notification, published in the Federal Register, announcing that the NHTSA intends
to establish a rule. Generally, an ANPRM requests information for the
development of a particular proposal and does not propose details of a rule.

Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM), A formal notice proposing & rule in
detail and explaining the agency's reasoning for the rulemakirg. The purpose of
both an ANPRM and an NPRM is to afford the interestcd public an opportunity to
comment on a proposed rule.

Docket. An NHTSA file contuiling comrents submitted by interested parties
regarding a proposed rule. Such comments may come from automobile makers,
insurance companies, medical organizations, safety groups, consun.et groups,
legislators, government agencies (such s the Safety Board), or other organizations
or individual citizens. In adcition, the NHTSA includes in the docket that material
which it wishes to make public concerning the proposed ruiemaking.

Final Rule. After issuing an NPRM and considering the commeats submitted
to the dockef, the NHTSA may issue a final rule or it may decide further changes
are necessary and issue another proposal, ov it may terminate the rulemaking. A
final rule mandates the standard and establishes & date when the requirements of
the regulation bacome effective.

Petition. Within 30 days after s rule is published, any individual or
orgonizatici: may request that the NHTSA reconsider its rule by filing a "petition
for reconsideration."” In addition, organizations or individuals may petition the
ageney to initiate rulemaking or to request exemptions from standards or psarts of
standurds. The NHTSA may cither grant or deny requests, but is required tc
consider all such petitions.
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PARTI1

Rulemaking Procedures of the
Nationel Highway Traffic Sufeiy Administration

The Safety Act of 1966 directs the Secretary of Transportation to "esteblish
by order appropiiate motor vehicle safety standards," The Safety Act of 1966
further specifies that the "Administrative Procedure Act [discusscd cn page 9]
shall apply to all orders establishing, amending, or revoking a Federal motor
vehicle safety standard under this subchapter.” This part of our report describes
the regulatory procedures used by the NHTSA tc fulfill the mandate of the Safety
Act of 19656, The chapter is divided into three sections: implementing procedures,
internal NHTSA Orders, and other orders affecting the NHTSA's prceedures. Each
section discusses the reguirements that the NHTSA is obliged to satisfy in
promulgating :afety siandards.

Since the enactment of the Safety Act of 1966, the NHTSA has been assigned
additional 1 - lemaking responsibilities beyond the scope of safety standards, such as
fuel econorry. The agency has established specific internal procedures for meeting
these new 1esponsibilities but they are not apulicable to the subject of this case
history. The discussion which follows is restricted to the procedures related to
rulemsking; for motor vehicle safety standards..

Implementing Procedures

Th» Safety Act of 1966 directed the Secretary of Transportation to issue
initial safety standards by January 31, 1967, and to revise those initial standards
and issve new ones by January 31, 1968. Those initisl standards and any subsequent
revisions or new standards are to be issued using procedures listed in the Safety
Act of 1966 and the Administrative Procedure Act.

Procedural Requirements of the Safetv Act of 1966

The Safety Act of 1966 specifies certain precedural requirements for issuing
safety standards. Safety standards are not to go into effeet "sooner than one
hundred and eighty days or later thin one yesr from the date . . . issued, unless the
Secretary finds, for good cause shown, that an earlier ur later effective date is in
the pubtlic interest, cnd publishes his reasons for such finding." The same
requireinent for lead time applies to amendments or revocations of any safety
stundard,

The Sccretary is required to er .ablish a National Motor Vehicle Safety
Advisory Council of putlic and industry representstives and to "consult with the
Advisory Council on motor vehicle safety standards. . . ." Safety standards are also
subject to judicial review. ?ersons acversely affected by a standard are authorized
to petition a U.S, Court of Appeals within 60 days aficr the standard is issued. The
Safety Aot of 1936 also authorizrs the Secretary of Transportation to Missve,
amend, and revoke such rules and regulations as he deems necessary” to curry out
t1e required procedures. That authority hes been interpreted to allow the NHTSA

e i s W P e Bt For |t e
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to amend safety stanoards &s & result of petitions for reconsideration. 8/ The
Secretary of Transportation is avthorized to temporarily exempt motor vehicles
from motor veiicle safely standsrds under specific guidelines ineluded in the
legistation.

The legislative history of the Safety Act of 1966 clearly indicates the intent
of Congress on many issues. For example, the Secretary of Transportation was
expected to issue new and revised standards "on or before January 31, 1948, and
thereafier at leest once every 2 vears, as Federal safety research and development
matures. . . ." 9/

The issue of leadtime for standards is discussed as follows:

The power to specify a later effective date is needed because it may
become a practical economic and engineering impossibility, as well as a
source of great hardship and unnecessery additional cost to require that all
vehicle changes required by any new safety standard, whatever its scope or
subject matter, be accomplished by all manufacturers for all their new
vehicles within 1 year, When changes can reasonably be accomplished in 1
year or less, the Secretary can so require, But when manufacturers satisfy
the Secretary that a particular change cannot reasonably be accomplished
within 1 year, the bill gives him the discretion to extend the period,
publishing nis reasons therefor. . . ."

( ; Regarding public comment on proposed stundards, the legislative history
states:

Tha bill *exgressly includes as persons to be afforded an opportunity to
participate in the standard-setting process, manufacturers, distributors and
dealers of motor vehicles and motor vehicle equipment, public and private
organizations, individuals engsged to a significant extent in the promotion or
study of motor vehicle safety, and automobile insurance underwriters, . ..

In issuing each standard, the Secretary is expressly required to publish a
statement of basis and purpose which provides a nontechnical explanation
sufficient to enable the public to understand the purpose and, where
appropriate. the limitations of the standard's coverage together with a
technical statement setting forth the Cata necessary to an evalustion of the
standard by competent technical personnel... .

Requirements of the Administrative Procedure Act

The Administrative Procedure Act (APA) 10/ requires that general notice of
proposed rulemaking be published in the Federal Reyrister, unless those affected are
personally sarved notive. That notlce is required to include:

8/ Chrysler Corporation v. Departmer.. of Transportation, C.A. 6, 1972, 472 F. 2d
659.

9/ 1966 U.S, Code Cong. and Adm, News, p. 2713 et. seq.

10/ Sections 651, et seq. and 701, et seq. of Titie 5, Government Organization and
Employees.
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(1) A etatement of the time, place, and nature of public rutemaking
proceedings; |

(2) reference to the legal authority unjer which the rule 18 proposed;
and

(3) either the terms of substance of the pruposed cule or a8 deseription
of the subjects and issues involved.

Howevee, publication is not required if it would Ls "impracticssle, urnecssary, or
contrary ¢o the public interest.," In such cases, a statemenrt to that effect is to oe
published along with the final rule, Af{ter issuing e Notice of Proposed Rulemaking,
egencies sre required by the AP\ to give interasted partizs an cpportunity to
express their views. This opportunity Is specified ax the “submission of written
data, views, or argaments with or without oppcrtunity tor <ral presentation.”

The agency iz required te consider relrvant subnissinns and incorporate in
the final rule "a concise generu! stutement of their besis and puipose.,” The APA
specities that "the required pyblication or service ¢l a substantive rule shall be
made not loss than 30 duys before its eflertive data. .. " Three excepticns to this
requiremnent sre authorized:

(1) A substantive rule which grants or rocoegnizes an exemption o
relieves a vestriciion;

{2) intoipretative rides and steiements of pelicy; or

(3) a3 otherwise proviiied by the agency for good cause found and
publish.ed with ti@ rule.

The APA also granis interesied persors tL~ right to "petiticn for the
issuance, amendment, or repesl of a rule,"

Internal NHTSA Orders

The NHTSA's interas! procedures for rulemsking in the field of motny vehicle
safety -tandards are contained in the NH'TSA Order 800-1 series, first issued on
Novemt2r 7, 1972, 7These dccumeris s:t forth the specifie responsibilities of
several NHTSA offices in the ruleinaking process énd specify the sters to b2
followed by them. On February 2, 1977, the NHTSA revized these procedures cy
publishing 2 new NHTSA QOrder 800-1. It remains in offoct with the axception of
one change wnich was issued on Novemoet 20, 1678. That change established 5 new
NHKTSA Order 800-2 specifying procedures for processing petitions. The NHTSA%
current procedures, as detailed in the 1977 Order 800-1, erce discussed in the
following section.

Order 800-1 (February 1977)

NHTSA Order 300-1 describes in detall the procedures by which rules are to
be developed, including a 17-step process of cvordination and review. The Order
establishes the policy that all rulemaking activities are to be based on "sound
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problem identification and date analysis techniques giving due regard to socletal
costs." It also initiates a policy of at least yearly review of cngoing rulemaking
for a "revalidation of initial assumptions, data analysis, costs and benefits.”

The central cvordinator of the procedure outlined in Order 802-1 is called the
Rulemaxing Program Director. 11/ Rulemaking begins when the Program Director
prepares a Project Plan Description--an outline of a proposed project which
includes the following: preblem identification and magnitude; proposed solution;
potential impact; description of required research; required resources; and an
evaluaticn plan. The Plan Description is distributed to the pertinent elements of
the NHTSA for comment. The Research and Development office is directed to
include a draft reseacch support plan in its comment and Plans and Programs is to
identify the data needed for a Regulatory Analysis or Evaluation. The Program
Direcrcr then submits the Plan Description and the comments received to the
Administrator for review., The Administrator ennsiders the Plan Description as
well as the schedule for research, data collection, and makes any needed interim
decisions,

The next step calls for the Program Director to prepare a Rulemuking
Support Paper {RSP), which is to contain the following elements:

1.  Title of Rulemaking,

2. Bachkground,

3. Need (problem Identification, magnitude, target group
characteristies, type of vehicle or vehicle equipment affected --

exgressed in quantitative terme to the extent possible),

4. Proposed Rulemaking Highlights (general description, rationale,
aspects of performance sought to be improved and intended effect
in performance terms),

5.  Scheduling (leadtime requirements necessary for manufacturers to
meet raquirements and time between issuance of final rule or
regulation and its effective date),

6. Reasons for Seiected Approach (consideration of alternatives,
consideration of technolcgical fessibility, eta.),

7.  Potential Benefits, Costs, and Other Impact (NHTSA
Order ) 12/

8.  Potential Environmental Impacts (NHTSA QOrder 560-1) {including
need to conserve energy),

g. Potential Reaction of Interested Parties,

10. Effec\ of Proposed Rulemaking on other Ferlaral Motor Vehicle
Standards (including fuel economy, sulety, noise, air pollution,
damageability),

11.  Proposed evaluation plan to measure the zffectiveness of the rule
after its promulgation.

11/ The term "Rulemaking Program Director" is not used within the NHTSA, The
official who functions in this capacity is usually the Associate Administrator for
Rulemeking.

12/ An NHTSA Order on this subject was not issued.
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The Rulemaking Support Paper is undated if tre rulemeking be~omes & final »a'e or
is a continuation of prior rulexaking actiuns.

The Progrem Director alro prepares an analysis of the costs, benefits, and
other impacte of the rule as weil as a stateinent considering "substantive statutory
criteria” as they relate to proposed rulemaking. An example included in the Order
provides an insight to the expected content of this statement:

EXAMPLE: Motor Vehicle Safety Standards

The substantive crlteria in the National Traffic and Motor Vehicle
Safety Act for the validity of motor vehicle safety standards are that
the standards must "meet the need for motor vehicle safety" (102(2),
103(a)), be "reasoisble" (103(f)) and "practicable” (102(2), 103(a),
103(f)), and be "appropriate for the particular type of riotor vehiele or
motor vehicle equipment® for which they ars prescribed (103{1)).

The standard will meet the need for motor vehicle safety.

1. The safety problem in the area the siandard Is designed to affe °t,
expressed as far as possible in quantitative terms of deaths ¢ 4
injuries.

2. The aspects of performance sourht to be improved by the
standard, and the intended effect in performance terms.

3.  The expected benefit flowing from the standard.

4. The correlation of the standard's requireinents with the problen:
to echieve that benefit.

The standard will be reasonable and practicable.

1. The costs that must be incurred in meeting the standard,

2. The technology that is available, or that may reasonably be
developed, to meet the requiremants of the standard.

3. The leadtime (or lack of it) that is necessary for manufacturers to
prepare to meet the requirements of the standard, and the actual
time planned to elspse between the issuance of the final rule and
its effective date.

The_standard will be appropriate for the particular type of motor
vehicle equipinent for whieh it is preseribed,

.
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The range of vehicle types, sizes, and variations that will be covered by
the standard, and the appropriateness of applying the standard to
vehicles within that range, with particular reference to any categories
for which the appropriateness might be questioned.

The document or documents which constituta the Rulemaking Support Paper,
elong with a Regulatory Analysis or Evaluation c: ‘ted by Plans and Programs, are
consolidated in the "Draft Package." However, if the documents do not support
continuation of the rulemaking action, the Program Direcstor must modify the rule
and attempt to reach an agreement with Plans and Programs. If this cannot be
done, the matter goes to the Administrator for resolution.
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The Rulemaking Program Director distributes the "Dreaft Package” lo the
pertinent elements in the NHTSA and to the Director of the Bureau of Motor
Carrier Safety (BMCS) of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) for
comment. After any modification required by these comments is resolved, the
"Draft Package" is forwarded to the Administrator for approval and then to the
Chief Counsel for preparation of a linal draft.

The next step in the evolution of a rule is the prenaration of the "Agproval
Package." The Chief Cnunsel prepares a craft of the rulemaking for publication in
the F2deral Reg;ster and a "highlight memorandum.” The memorandum includes e
summary of the "major issues, expected reaction from intereated partles, effective
dates and comment period (in the cise of propossls) and a statement of the
recommended treatment of the actions under E.O. [Executive Order)
11821 13/ and the Secretary's policies. This "Approval Packege” is distributed to
the pertinent elements of the NHTSA and to the BMC3 for comment.

When comments are received, the Program Director modifies the Rulemaking
Support Paper, the Chief Counsel modifies the draft and "highlight memorandum,”
and Plans an¢ Programs modifies the analysis or evaluation. In addition, the
Program Director prepares a memorandum summarizing the comments. These
documents collectively become the "Signature Package" and are forwarded to the
Administrator for approval. After signature by the Administrator, the Chief
Counsel arranges for publication of the rulemaking in the Federal Register.

If the rulemaking action is being expedited, the Rulemaking Frogram
Director must demonstrate to Plans and Programs and the Chief Counsel thal:

1.  There is a time constraint.

2. ° Environmental effects are small and an Environmental Review
Report Is in progress with estimated completion date.

3. Economic impact [isj not expected to be "major," and impact
analyses are being prepared for P&B [FPlans and Programs]
review with estin:ated completion date.

4. Extcrnal coordination [is) not required or informally initiated.

5.  Alternatives to the intended approach are not roasonable,

Under those procedures, no Project Plan D.scription or Rulemeking Support
Paper is required. The next step after this memorandum is the preparation of the
"Approval Package.” Abbreviated procedures are also provided for
"Non-Substantive-Rulemaking," such as correcting errors, giving notice of a public
meeting, and making routine additions of tire size designations to FMV3S 109 and
110.

NHTSA Ordcr 800-1 also specifiee a "Procedure for Processing Petitions.”
That procedure calls for all petitions to be handled as "controlled correspondence,”
with action on the petition required within 120 Jdays of receipt. The steps for

13/ Executlve Order 11821 requites tha preparation of inflationary Impact
statements under specific conditions,




processing a petition are determined by the Rulemaking Program Director based
upon the nature of tho petition, an analysis of any material submitted with it, and
information already possessed by the agency for meking a decision. Processing
points are included in flow charts attached to the Order.

The "ulemaking process detailed in Order 800-1 is a complex one which s
designed to coordi~1te the activities of Rulemaking, Research and Development,
Plans and Programs, and the Office of the Cnilef Counsel. Ia 2 memorandum
accompanying the Order, the NHTSA Administreior in early 1977 oxpressed an
overall sense of the interrelationships between the various NHTSA oftices:

800-1 wili , .. clarify the suthority and iusponsibliities of the various
offices. 1sece [Plans and Programs} having the most significant role, both in
inceptional and pending rulemakings, in taking 2 lead as indcpendent
questioner and critie to assure that all available alternatives are fully fleshed
out and considered. From the {Project Plan Description) siage on through
the draft and final [Rulemaking Support Papers), [Plans end Programs)
must assess the alternatives and impacts, [Plans and Programs] must bring
independent and objective scrutiny to these matters. Similarly, although the
Chief Counsel will continue to provide drafting, interpretive and other
setvices regarding the statutes, regulations and standards, such ssrvices
provided to a particular [Rulemaking Program Director]) are, of course,
subordinate to the fundamental responsibility to .::dependently advise the
Administrator c: accomplisiiment of the agency's mission in a manner that
conforms to applicable law and regulations,

Finally, I ses [Research and Development) as a coequsl partner with
[ Plans and Programs), [Office of the Chief Counsel], and the { Rulemaking
Program Director] in the davelopment of the improved rules. Althbough
[ kesearch and Development] will furnish the necessary support to the
{Rulemaking Program Director] it will approach this task In an independent,
objective and sclentifically professional manner. Clearly, it is a two-way
street that goes between { Rulemaking Program Director) and { Research and
Development}. The work product of [Research and Development), as much
as anything else, may well, and ehould give, assistance and direction to the
rulemaking activity. Finally, although the grant of comprehensive authority
for action is given to the ruleraking offl 2=, it cannot be overemphasized that
800-1 fittingly domands that the [Rulemaking Program Director] accspt
proportionate responsibilities to secure the best data and analysis available in
order that all of my advisors can assist me in the most. Independent and
objective manner in arriving at the most meaningful rulemaking decision.

Other Internal NHTSA Orders

The NHTSA has also issued several other internal Orders ii firectly related to
rulemaking on motor vehicle eafety standards. One such Order deseribes
procedures for evaluating the impact of e proposed regulation on the
environment. 14/  Another sets forth procedwes for considering inflationary

14/ NHTSA Order 560-1 dated November 20, 1972,
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impaats of regulation, as directed in Exeuutive Order 11621, 18/ A third Order
describes postrulc valuation plans 16/ and states as NHT3A polley: "No programs
and projects will be undertaken without an evaluation plan, prepared and
coordinaied in accordance with procecdures in this Order." The Qrder goes ¢n to
specify that,

Evaluation "plans need not be sepgrate documents. Information
elements required fcr ovaluation plans . . . may either be incorporated
into multiyear and budget executlon plans, detailed work statements,
and contractors' proposals for evaluation plans attached to such
planning documents,

LR/

To the greatest : itent possible evaluations are to t y corducted by
ind:pendent staff(s) undsr the responsible program manager.

NHTSA studies, reports and other technical pepars which include
evaluation results must be coordinated with the Associate
Administrator for Ple: aing and Evaluation,

The Order also details responsibilities and procedures for conducting
evaluation efforts within the NHTSA. An attachment to the Order lists the
following elements which are tc be included in NHTSA planning documents:

1.  Statement of Objectives and Bvaluation Approach

- Overview of program or p:ofect inputs and end products and
the:r) expected Impact (in terms of sppropriate criterion
dat

- Overview of evaluation approach to be used.

Background

- Discuss findings In earlier evaluations, projects,
demonstratiot.s which indicate the need for this evaluation.

Evaluation Deaign

Overview of projeet plan and experimental design.

What measures wil! intermadiate vutputs and end projects
be expressed in?

Proposed deta sources and initial listing of data categories,

137 DOT Order 2050.4 dated February 2, 1978,
18/ NHTSA Order 500-1 dated October 33, 1974.
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Scheduling
Major milestones

Detailed time schedule showing project milestones and
interim and final report due dates.

Reperting Pesults

- What specific decision(s) aflecting what programs, rules,
atandards, ete., dspend on the evaluation?
- When wil! such decisions have to bs made and by whom?

Resource Requiremenrts

- Punding
- Man-years

Other Orders Affecting the
rocedures

Executive Order 12044 and Department of Transportation Regulatory Policies ani
Procedures T

The NHTSA rulemaking process has been substantially effected by Executive
Order (E.O.) 12044, "Improving Government Regulations.," B.0. 12044 was issued
by President Carter o March 2., 1978, and stated the (ollowing pliay;

Regulations shall be as simpie and clear ns possible. They shall achieve
legislative goals effectively ard efficienily, They shali not impese
untiecess.ry burdens on the economy, on individuals, on publle or private
organizations, or on State and incal governments,

To achleve thase objectives, regulations shall be developed through a
proceas which ensures thet:

(a) the need for and purposes of the regulation are clearly
establisheds

(b) heads of agencies, and polloy officlals exercise effective
oversight;

(e}  opportunity exists for early participation and comment by other
Federal agencies, State and local governments, businesser,
organizations and individual members of the publie;

(d) meaningtul alternatives are considered and analyszed before the
rogulation is icsuedy and

(e) eol:n’pulmo cosls, pepe> work and other burdens on the public are
mirim

In antic/pation of the Bxeocutive Orcer, the DOT had set forth "Policies end
Procedures for Simplitication, Analysis, and Review of Regulations™ on January 31,

A . e s 1 v e
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1978. The ploicy statement wes issued ax an internal memorandum to give DOT
employees time to become famiilar with the procedures and thus more easily acapt
to the expeated Bnecutive Craer. Tne DOT policy was formaily issued and made
effective on March 1, 1978,

E.Q. 13044 requires that all agencies publish in the Pederal Rogister o
description of how they will implement itz provisions. NOT publlshed a modifleu
version of the March 1 polley statement on Juns 1, 1978, and reyucsted puolie
comment, 5ased on *he commenis received, the DOT {ssued the "Department of
Transportation Regulatory Dolicies and Procedures” on Pebruary 1§, 1879,
sffective March 1, 1979. The Order

establishes objectives to be pursued in reviewing existing regulations and in
issuing new regulations; presaribes procedures and assigns zesponsibliities to
meet those objectives; and estadlishes a Department Regulations Couneil to
assist and advise the Secretary in achleving those objsctives and improving
the quality of regulations and the policies and practices which affect the
formulation of regu'ations,

The Order sets forth in great detail the guideiines under which regulations
nre to be implemented by the vatious agencles of the DOT. Rogulations are
divided into three categories:s  significant, emergency, and nonsignificant,
"Significant regulations” are defined as those that the heads of the DOT agencies
determine:

Require a Regulatory Analysis (defined later) or are otherwise costly;
Concern matters of public interest or cont:uversy;

Have a major impact on other agencies, Federal, State, or local
Have substantial impaot on a "major transportation safety problem;"
Initiate a "aubstantial regulatory program or change in poliey;”

Are substantially different fromt internationsl standards; or
Otherwise iivolve "important Department policy."

0O O0OOOO

The other factors to be considered in determining whether a regulation is
significant are:

(1) The type and 1 umber of individuals, businesses, organizations, and State
and local goveinments affected;

(2) The compliance and reporting requirements likely to be invalved;

(3) Direot and indirect effects of the regulation including the effect on
competition; and

(4) The relationship of the regulations to those of other programs and
agencies.

An "en.ergency regulation" !n defined as one requiring implementation less
than 30 days after publication, not allowing time to colleot public comment.
"Nonsignificant regulations” are defined as all other regulations.

The DOT Order requires that a draft Regulatory Analyzis te prepared and
placed in the public docket for "significant” regulations. The Order defines
significant regulations as those which:
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(1) Will result in an annual effect on the sconumy of $100 million or mores

(2) Will result in a major effect on the general economy in terms of ¢aaey,
consurner prices, or prodiction:

(3) Will resuit in a major increass in costs or prices for incividual
industries, levals of governingnt, or geographi. ‘eglons;

(4) Wiil have a substantial impact on the United States balance of tride; or

(5) The Searetary or hoad of the initiating office determinas deserves such
analysis,

The DOT Order speoifiss criteria for the Regulatory Analysis. Eack
Regulatory Anaiysis will contain:

(1) A succinot statement of the problem and the issues that make the
regulation significant;

(2) A deseription of the major alternative weya of dealing with the r:>oblem
that were considered by the initiating office;

(3) An analysis of the economie and any other relevant consequences of
each of these alternetives; end

(4) A detailed expls ntion of the reasons for choosing one alternative over
the others.

Conocerning the content of the Regulatory Analysis, the DOT Order contains
specifio instructions:

A draft Regulatory Analysis acdresses all salient points to the maxi-
mum extent possible. If data are lacking or thure are questions about how to
datermine or analyze points of interest, the problem is noted in the draft¢
Regulatory Analysis; to help elicit the necessary information during the
public comment period on the advance notice or notice of proposed rulemak-
ing, the appropriate questions are included in the advance notice or notice of
proposed rulemaking.

The initiating office includes In each advence notice or notice of
proposed rulemaking on a propose! requiring & Regulatory Analysis, an
explanation of the regulatory approach being considered or propotad, a shoet
description of the alternative approaches, and a statement of how the public
may obtain a copy of the draft Regulatory Ansiysis for review and comment,

For these regulations which the head of the initiating office determines do
not require a Regulatory Analysis. an Evaluation is ed, The Evaluation
includes an analysis of "the economic consequsnces of the proposed regulation,
guantifying, to the extent practicable, its estimated costs . . . as well as its
anticipated benefits and impacts.”

The Order states that it is the polioy of the DOT that the following
objectives will be pursued by the agencies wher. issuing regulations:

(1) Necessity., "A regulation should not be issued or continue in effect
unless It Is based on a wall-defined need to address a speoific p:oblem.”

9,
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Clarity. Regulations must be clear and understandable to thoss
affected by them,

Simplicity. Regulations must be short and urcompiicatse, They must
be coordinated with other agenciez to avold conflict or duplization.
Thay should be issued "unly after compliance costs, papec work snd
other burdens to the public are minimized."

(4) Timeliness., Regulations should respond to circumstances and be
modified or canceled when thase circumstances change,

(5) Reasonableness. Regulations should be feasible, bo developtd along
with alternatives, and not impose unnecessary burdeas.

(6) Pairness, A regulation should be issued only after emple opportunity
for public comment.

The Order establishes a Department Retulations Council composed of DOT
Assistant Secretaries and having as ex officio memuiere tha hoads of the operating
agencies. The Council is charged with reviewing sig.ificant regulatory proposals
and making recommendations to the Secretary.

The heads of offices issuing regulations are charged with a number of
responsibilities by the Order. Among other things, the heads of the offices are to:

(1) Revgm proposed regulations to ensure that they meet the gbjectives of
the Order;

(2) Bstablish and curry out a program to review and revise existing
regulations;

(3) Include in the docket for any NPRM either a draft Regulatory Analysis
or Evaluation;

(4) Include in the docket for ecch final rule a final Regulatory Analysis or
Evaluation; and

(5) Submit, for the Secretary's concurrence, the documentation pertaining
to ¢ gnificant regulations.

Be{ore submitting a firal rule fc; Secretarial concurrence, the head of the
initiating office is required to review 2all of the documentation for the regulation.
That review is to determine that, at a minimum:

(1) The regulation is needed;

(3) The ldf.t"«:t and indirect effects of the regulation have beer adequately
considered;

(3) Alternative approaches have been considered .iid the least burdensome
of the acceptable alternatives has been chosen;

(4) Public comments have been considered and an adequate response has
been prepared;

(8) The regulation is written in plain English and is understandable to those
who must comply with it;
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(8) An estimate has been made of the new repotting burdens or
recorckeeping requirements necessary for compliance with the
regulation;

(1} The name, address and telephone numbers of a knowledgeable agency
official is included in the publication; and

(8) A plan for evaluating the reguledon afrer its issuante has been
developed.

For those regulations which would otherwise be considered significant, but
ore treated as emergency regulations, a statement is included with the regulation
explaining why the regulation is being handled as an emergency regulation and
listing the name o." the official responsible for that determination. Proposed and
final regulations that are not considered significant are published with a statement
to that effect.

The DOQT Order also calls for the periodic review of existing regulations,
Guidelines are provided for identifying regulations which need review or possible
revocation:

(1) The nature and extent of complaints or suggestions (including
petitions for rulemaking) received, especially ones received from those
directly or indirectly affected by the regulations;

(2) The need to simplify or clarify language; consideration should
especially be given t> the number of requests received for interrreta-
*.cns or the problems evidenced in the enforcement o *he regulation;
(3) The need to elirmi.ate overlapping and duplicatve regula‘ions;

(4) The need to eliminate conflicts and inconsistencies n its own
vegulations or those of other initiating offices or other agencies;

(5) The length of time since \he regulations were last reviewed or
evaluated,

(6) The importance and continued relevance of the problem the
regulations were originally intended to solve;

(7) The burdens imposed on those cirectly or indirectly affected by the
regulations;

(8) The degree to which technology, economic conditions or other
factors have changed in the ares affected by the regulations; and

{3 The number of requests received for exemption from a regulation
and the rumber granted.

Each .dtiating office is required to compile a list of regulations selected for
revicw, That list is submitted to the DI-partment Regulations Council which
coordinate: these lists for publication in the Federal Register as part of the
Department's semiannual Regulations Agenda.

The DOT Order lists seven ways to increase the opportunity for public
participation in rulemakirg. These include:

(1) Preparaticn of srticles for publications normally rcad by those affected
by the regulations;

(3) The use of advaice notices and public meetings for conplicated
regulations;

.
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(3) The use of surveys or panels;

(4) The opportunity to submit rebuttals to comments in the docket;

(5) Offering financial assistance for the submission of comments;

(6) The inclusion of a statement of what research supports the particular
approach chosen, to what extent it supports it, and the fact that it is
available in the docket; and

(7) Providing infromation and instructions in the use of regulatory policy
and procedure.

in addition, the DOT Order specifies that the public be given 60 days to
submit comments on proposed significant regulations, and 45 days for
nonsigaificant regulations. When those time schedules cannot be met, or would not
be in the public interest, a statement tc that effect should be published with the
propesal or final rule. Procedures are also specified for coordination with State
and lo>al governments.

Also, the DOT Order requires each initiating office to prepare a semiannual
Regulations Report summarizing each proposal and final rule being c2nsidered
during the next 12 months. This report is updated every 2 months. Finally, the
DOT Order does not apply to rulemaking in which an NPRM had been issued or was
still in progress as of March 1, 1979, the effective date of the Order.

Five Year Rulemaking Plan

On March 16, 1978, the NHTSA published a "Five Year Plan {for Motor Vehicle
Safety and Fuel Economy Rulemaskirn:.” That plan was subsequently updated and
puhlished on April 20, 1979, The document was initially developed in 1977 and 178
during a series of intensive meetings among, primarily, the offices of Rulemaking,
Research and Development, Plans and Programs, and the Chief Counscl. The
object of the effort was to establish a set of rulemaking priorities to which the
NHTSA wculd dir-nt its resources. An initial set of over 100 [rojects was
evaluated using - criteria as number of deaths snd injuries associated with a
safety problem, L. esaving potential of a proposed safety standard, research and
engineering data on the problem, and anticipated costs to consumers and industry,
The results of the assessment were the approximately 40 rulemaking activities
described in the Pive Yea~ Plan,

The objectives of the Five Year Plan are stated as follows:

First, to provide policy guidelines for use within NHTSA for the
developmeni and issuance of motor vehicle safety and fuel economy
standards.

Second, to provide the public with information on proposed future
activities and priorities, and permit the industry to anticipate potential
requirements in its long-range planning.

The plan is designed as a Gynamic documert, with changes and revisions expected
in response to "technological innovations, new crash injury findings, persistent
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safety hazards, changes ir agency resource availability, formal ageney evaluations,
or other pertinant information.” The NHTSA states tnat the plan can be used as a
guide for its intended actions and as a basis for judging its perfotmance,

The plah is a statement of the NHTSA's plans for full utilization of its
rulemaking resources, The NHTSA stated that the plan wes ambitious but that
with "efficient and effective management” the program could be successfully
implemeated. Implicit in this statement was the recognition that sadditional
rulemaking initiatives wolld require eitber additional resources or deferment of
some elemer;ts of the plan.

Public comments on the 1978 Five Year Plan praised the NHTSA for iis
efiorts at long-terin programming. Several automobile manufacturers encouraged
further planning as well as increased goverrment-industry dialogue. More si seific
comments requested uiat the NHTSA quantify the benefils and effe~tiveness
ratings of the above factors. The NHTSA responded.

The level of detail sought. . . on a ruie-by-ruic basis wili not be
found in this docurnent. In fact, the rulemaking priorities underlying
this plan were established based on available death and injury data and
on the considered judgment and analysis by NHTSA's high level
technical staff and senior management, NIHTSA is currently expanding
its accident data gathering activities to assemble the data needed to
support some of the proposed rulemaking in thiz plan. Quantitative
analysis of the benefits and costs of prospective rules will be perform.d
and subjected to public view as an intrinsic part of specifie rulemaking
proceedings.

The NHTSA also responded to concerns that by publishing the Five Year Plan it was
putting manufactutrers "on notice" to begin development in specific safety arces.
The WHTSA stated that voluniary industry efforts in advance of specific standards
would be appropriate but that commitments were not expected at this stage.

The plen classifies rulemakling into three categories: near-term rulemaking,
techrical amendments, and exploratory research and rulemaking. Near-term
rulemeaking is defined as action "where it is clear that rulemaking is & reasonable
way to solve fairly well-defined problems." Technical ameadments are primarily
clarifications of existing standards. Exploratory :~search and rulemaking "covers
those categories of :ﬁgvities where a safety proolem has been determined but

additional research engineering analyses are iecassary to explore feasible
solutions.”

In addition, the plan specifies five areas . ' highest prinrity for safeiy
standards rulemaking: occupaint crash protection, light truck and van safety,
pedestrian safety, vehicle braxing, and motorcycle sulely. Regarding occupant
crash protection, the plan outlines both n2ar-terrn and exploratory rulemaking.
Near-term actions include extension of the automatic restraint rule to light trucks
end vans and improved side-impact protection. Exploratory rulemaking ineludes
the development of a systems approach toward crash protection, integration and
upgrading the protection required in the various crash modes, and dealing with the
aggressiveness of vehicles when colliding with other vehicles.
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For light trucks and vans, the NHTRA plans near~te:m rulemaking to extend
the applicability of many of the present standards to these vehicles. Near-term
rulemaking listed for pedestrian safe.y includes a planned rule to "modify vehicle
front-end bumpers and hood edges to lessen pedestr:an injuries. . . ." In the
near-term and in the exploratory categories, the NHTSA plans additional research
and nonrulemaking activities (such as education programs) to reduce pedk:trian
injuries.

For vehicle braking, the NHTSA states that substantial improvements have
already keen made but that additional improvements are possible. The NHTSA plan
calls for neat-term actions such as the inspection and diagnosis of degraded
braking and the reliability and performance of nonfactory-installed brakes,
Exploratory approaches listed included researcw into automatically adjusting
devices, antilock brakes, and long-life brake sys” .~ 4«

Finally, the NHTSA expre<ses concern over recent.increases in the accident
rate for motorcycles and the plan lists near-term rulemaking for motorcycle
helmets, Crash avoidance is for longer term program emphasis in motoreycle
safety.

Also contained in the April 1979 plan are: projects listed in the March 1978
plan which are being terminated and those areas in which no rulemaking is
anticipated; a rulemaking schedule showing anticipated dates and "rough
estimate(s) of the anticipated effective dates;” and cross-reference indices
covering changes since the previous plan, proposed safety rulemaking by vehicle
type, and rulemaking by proposed effective date.

Additional documents complement and support the Five Year Plan. These are
an Appendix (which was published with the Plan) and an internsl paper, "Research
and Development Plans in Support of the Safety Rulemaking Plan." The Appendix
describes in more detail individual motor vehicle safety rulemaking actions and
contains "a discussion of the safety problem that a regulation is designed to
ameliorate, the approach tv be used in developing end issuing the rule, and some of
the major issues to be resolved in the devclopment of the final rule." The
Appendix, like the Five Year Plan, is organized in three sections: near-term
rulemaking, technical amendments, and exploratory research and rulemaking.

The "Research and Development Plans" were coordinated between the
Offices of Research and Devetopment and Rulemaking in April 1979 and published
internally in July 1979. The foreword to this document contains the following
deceription:

This document contains the detailed [Plans} developed by
Research and Development and Rulemeking to <upport the approved
NHTSA Rulemaking Plan. It also eontains the methodology and plan for
the accomplishment of Cost, Weight, and Lead-Time Analysis
developed by Research and Davelopment in support ¢f the { Rulemaking
Plan) . Finally, it contains the initial efforts by the National Center for
Statistics and Analysis to define the accident deta requirements in
support of the individual . . . tasks and schedule description.
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The Research and Development Plans are currently being revised by the
NHTSA in the sense that the entire Rulemaking Plan is a dynamic document, In
particular, the NHTSA is in the process of refining a plan for the data collection
needs of the agency in support of safety rulemaking.

PART 11

Examples of Current Rulemaking

Introduction

Part 1 of this Case History describes the formel rulemaking procedures
established by NHTSA or DOT order. The purpose of Part H of the report is to
illustrate the rulemaking process by describing examples of rulemaking activity in
which the NHTSA is presently engaged.

It is noted that the prescribed process and the actual process of rulemaking
are not always identical. NHTSA officials interviewed by the Safety Board were
candid in acknowledging that Order 800-1 is not followed to the letter, but said
they believed that the spirit of the Order was followed.

There are several reasons for the discrepancy between preseribed and actual
procedures, NHTSA officials explained that adhering to all the steps specified by
Order 800-1 simply required too much time and paperwork. In addition, the Five
Year Plan has effectively eliminated the procedures formerly specified for
initiating rulemaking, in particular those surrounding the development of the
Project Plan Description (see page 11). Finally, NHTSA officlals revealed that
much of the early rulemaking process is conducted informally in meetings or in
telephone conversations prior to formal written comment at required stages of
rulemaking. While the Safety Board will concentrate its review on documentary
evidence, intervisws with the NHTSA personnel indicated that informal contact
and activity between the various offices involved in rulemaking is constant and
vigorous, and constitutes an important factor in the evelopment of safety
regulations,

Eight standards have been selected as examples of current rulemaking:

(1) PFMVSS 108, Lamps, Reflective Devices, and Associated
Equipment

(2) PMVSS 130, Heavy Duty Vehicle Brake Systems

(3) Low Tire Pressure Warning Indicators

(4) FMVSS 203/204, Impact Protection for the Driver from the
Steering Control System &nd Steering Control Rearward
Displacement

(5) FMVSS 214, Side Door Strength (Side Impact Protection)

(8) Pedestrian Initial Impact Protection

(7) FMVSS 302, Flammability of Interior Materials {(School Buses)

(8) 400 Series, System Safety Standards (occupant crash protection)

e e e, g
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These cight rules were chosen to illustrate the rulemakirg process of the
NHTSA. Individual rules are characterized by varying data needs, particular
problems, snd different levels of importance, and the examples chosen are intended
to present a broad spectrum of rulemaking activity, The cases represent both
different types of standards, as well as regulations in different stag»s of
development. Included are examples of maintenarce, upgrading, and extension of
existing standards, and new rulemaking initiatives. The examples were discussed
with NHTSA officials who cooperated by providing access to background materiala
which documented the process by which each of the eight examples has been, or i3
being, developed.

This section of the report does not analyze the technical feasibility of
particular standards. The purposc of this discussion is to illustrate rulemaking
procedures by describing how particular rules are upgraded, extended, or initiated.
The evaluation of these piocedures will be contained in the fourth and finel volume
of thin study of the NHTSA'S rulemaking process,

MVSS 108, Lamps, Reflective 'evizes, and Associated Equipment

A description of FMVSS 108 is included in this report to illust.ate the
maintenance aspect of rulemaking. In addition, both near-term and exploratory
rulemaking have been initiated on this erash avoidance standard, tha former
resulting directly from preliminary research,

The purpose and scope of FMVSS 108 are stated as including the specification
of original and replacement equipment necessary for signaling and for the safe
operation of vehicles during hours of darkness, The standsrd is applicable to most
motor vehicle lighting equipment. The standard specifies the number, placement,
size, and'power of lights required for various vehicles. The standard also refers to
the Standards and Recommended Practices of the Soclety of Automotive Engineers
(SAE) for more detailed specifications of equipment,

FMVSS 108 was first proposed as an NPRM on December 3, 1986, and issued
as a final rule on February 3, 1967, Since that time the standard has been amended
at least 37 times and has been the subject of 122 notlees in the Federal Register.
The complexity of these amendments and notices has varied from minor
typographical corrections to complete restructuring of the standard. During the
interviews with the staff of the NHTSA, officlals estimated that FMVSS 108 has
been petitioned more than any other safety regulation. From 1966 until 1976, the
NHTSA had three staff professionsals assigned full-time to meintaining FMVSS 108,
and it was estimated that, on the average, the agency has received a petition on
FMVSS 108 every month for 10 years.

The level of detailed specification in the standard has necessitated constant
monitoring as t’:e industry has introdveced new products, The NHTSA staff stated
that the format of FMVSS 108 {s dictated in part by the users of the standard., For
example, State enforcement agencies prefer dcfinite specifications to facilitate
checking vehicles for compliancc. The NHTSA staff stated that it is more
practicable to check for & specified number of lights in specified locations on a
vehicle than to verify a "pure" performsnce standard, The staff believed that it
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could write a "pure" performance standard, but that such a standard would not best
serve 1. ' requirements of the users of FMVSS 108,

A significant amount of work related to FMV3S 108 involves analysis of and
response to petitions. This has been the case ever since the rule was issued in
1967. While the types of petitions received vary from minor to major, each
requires certain staff actions.

Once the petition has been rec.'ved, the NHTSA staff prepares a preliminary
analysis of the issues involved. This analysis and a recommended action (denial,
granting, or referral) is disiributed internally within the NHTSA for comment. If a
public docket has been established on the issue, en analysis of the comments
received is also prepared. If the recommended course of action is to grant the
petition, an estimate of the impact of the petition is made. In some cases this may
require the preparation of a Rulemaking Support Paper as well as a Regulatory
Analysis. The amount of preparation required by the NHTSA on petitions varies on
a case-by-case basis. Two recent FMVSS 108 petitions on which the NHTSA has
close] action will illustrate this process.

In 1977, the Ford Motor Company petitioned the NHTSA that the rear lights
of its model years '1972 through 1974 Capri's were involved in apparent
inconsequential noncompliance. The lights used on those model Capri's did not
meet the definition of "red” as specified in FMVSS 108 with the result that the rear
lights were "more pink than red." Ford petitioned that it was unlikely that any
drivers would mistake the "pink™ rear lights with the amber turn signals and that
the impact of the "pink" lights would therefore be minimal. A docket requesting
comments was. estatlished, and manufacturers such as General Motors and
International Harvester replied in favor of the Ford petition. A synopsis of the
comments received was prepared by the NHTSA staff and attached to a
preliminary analysis of the petition. The NHTSA Rulemaking staff recommended
granting the petition and an approval package was “outed within the NHTSA for
concurrence. The petition was resolved in favor of Ford's request and a
Rulemaking Support Paper was prepared. The petition was granted in May 1977.

Also in 1977, the Budd Company petitioned the NHT3A for relief from the
standard due to inconsequential noncompliance. Budd had prodiced 80 vans on
which the clearance and identification lights were placed on the rear of the vans
lower then was allowed by FMVSS 108, Budd argued that the lights still presented
a clear image of the vans and that in some cases lights are required to be placed
lower because of the nature of the vehiclee. The NHTSA Rulemaking staff
Jisagreed and pointed out that the standard required a placement as close to the
top as practicable, The NHTSA denied the Budd petition stating that the standard
was clear on this point and that drivers had come to expect a certain display of
lights and any deviations from that would be confusing and detrimental to highway
safety. There was no internal disagreement within the NHTSA on this issue. A
Rulemaking Support Paper was not prepared.

The Pive Year Rulemaking Plon calls for a series of sctions concerning
FMVSS 108. First, certain actions listed in the 1978 Plan are terminated, such as
"Lamps, Refleetion Devicss and Auwsoclcted Equipment (Docket 74-5)." That

P e g ey S WP b g T ﬁﬂ‘ww

L A et Tt




docket dealt with a January 1974 NPRM to establish requirements for optional
acceleration and deceleration lamps. In April 1976, an NHTSA memorandum in the
docket indicated that further rulemaking was being suspended because of public
comments, inconclusive research, and other petitions.

The section of the Five Year Plan for near-term rulemaking describes the
NHTSA plans for "Rear Lighting and Signaling." The NHTSA references a research
project that shows a 50-percent reduction in rear-end accidents for a fleet of
taxicabs equipped with a separate, high-mounted brake light. The rulemaking
approach described is to upgrade FMVSS 108 to reflect these findings. 17/ The
NHTSA discusses the possihility of other requirements such as adding lights to the
current systems and incluuisg deceleration rate information in the stop light
display. The rulemaking is scheduled as follows: ANPRM--1979; NPRM--1980;
Rule--1981; and effective with model year 1983 vehicles,

The Research and Development Plan in support of the near-term rulemaking
on FMVSS 108 describes an in-house data analy3is of rear-end accidents. The Plan
calls for a review of all existing accident data files to Identify relevant accidents.
The individual reports will be reviewed to determine which accidents are
attributable to poor rear lighting. This group of accidents will then be
extrapolated to nationwide predictions on the scope of the problem.

In support of rulemaking for "Rerr Lighting and Signaling," the NHTSA has
sponsored one completed research effort and has another effort underway to
eveluate resr lighting systems. The first effort was conducted by the Essex
Corporation 18/ and was a field test using approximately 2,100 taxicabs in the
Washington, D.C. area. Four groups of taxicabs were tested over a 12-month
period. The four systems tested were:

(1) A single, centered, high-mounted stop light;

(2) Two high-mounted stop and turn lights;

(3) Presence lamps seperated from the stop and turn signal lamps; and
(4) A standard configuration for a control group.

The study concluded that the group with a single, centered, high-mounted
light were involved in less than half the number of rear-end collisions than the
control group. In addition, the repair costs for the accicents of this group were
significantly lower than any of the other groupe. The other two systems tested had
accident rates which were comgparable to that of the control group.

The NHTSA has sponsored a second research effort with the Allen
Corporation of America 19/ to validate the results of the first effort on a national

17/ Following a multiple-vehicle accident at Corona, California, in 1875, the
Sefety Board recommended to the NHTSA a revision of FMV3S 108 similar to the
rulemaking planned. See NTSB Recommendation H-75-35, December 1, 1975.

18/ "Fleld Test Evaluetion of Rear Lighting Systems,"” Essex Corporation, Final
Report, Februery 1978 (Contract Number DOT-HS-5-01228).

19/ “Validation of the Rear Lighting and Signaling System Field Test" (Contract
Number DOT-HS-7-01758).
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basis. This project involves collecting accident data from seven f{leets of vehicles,
The cars are equipped with the single, centered, high-mounted stop light and are
being compared with control groups in cach fleet. The progress reports for this
contraét show tentrtive results which validate the findings of the initlal
high-mounted stop light project. The fleets were monitored throughout calendar
year 1979 and final statistical estimates of effectiveness will not be available until
after the data are analyzed.

The NHTSA rulemaking staf! has prepared a preliminary draft of a
Rulemaking Support Paper supporting the issuance of an ANPRM, The ANPRM
would solicit information on three issues:

(1) The need, design, and costs of a separate high-mounted brake light on
passenger cars;

(2) The possible combination of the above brake light and a deceleration
signal; and

(3) The changing of FMVSS 108 to reguire amber-colored turn signals in
ileu . alloviing amber or red lights,

The Support Paper lists the background problems, the research resuits, and
the potential benefits and impact of such actions. However, in view of the results
of the initial high-mounted stop light research, the NHTSA has recently decided to
issue an NPRM for the high-mounted brake lights and to contract for more cost
estimates for that system. The Support Peper has not been eirculated for comment
outside of the Rulemaking Office.

The NHTSA has also planned exploratory resexrch and rulemaking listing
three projects for improved vehicle lighting. The first concerns motorcycles and
mopeds, and entalls making the vehicles more conspicuous during daytime and
standardizing the physical and photometric requirements of hoad lamps for these
vehicles, The second area is heavy trucks and buses, and involves & review of
current lighting systems for these vehicles and the definition of a set of
performance requirements (excluding headlights}). The third area is headlights for
all motor vehicles and concerna improvements of the efiectiveness of low-beam
lights. Pactors such as total candlepower, light distribution, and aiming are to be
part of the planned research effort.

FMVES 130, Heavy Duty Vehicle Brake Systems

Rulemaking in Heavy Duty Vehicle Brake Systems exemplifies exploratory
ruemaking assoclated with a crash avoldance standard. The subject of truck
braking systems has been a controversial one with new rulemeking growing cut of
an existing rule, FMVSS 121.

FMVSS 130 was first proposed in an ANPRM issued on February 12, 1979.
The notice sciicited "the views of all interested persons on steps to be taken
regarding a new Air Brake Standard No, 130 for trucks, buses, and trailers to
replace Air Brake Stenlard No, 131 in its present form." The NHTSA decided to
issue a new standard as e result of the ruling of the U.8, Court of A for the
Ninth Circuit. The Court's decision in PACCAR v, NHTSA and DOT (578 F. 2d 632
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(9th Cir. 1978), cert. denied, October 2, 1878) invalidated certain aspects of FMVSS
121. 20/ The ANPRM requested information from the public on suspected defeots
in past FMVES 121 designs which might require recalls; recommandations for
changes to the remaining rejuirements of FMVSS 121; information on models for
which manufacturers plan to offer ant!lock devices as standard equipment; views
on consolidation of gains in truck and trailer braking over the past 3 years; data on
the stopping capability of vehicles from 60 mph; and views on whsther any new
requirements should apply to schocl buses. The NHTSA stuted that a second
ANPRM would be issued to cover "longer-range issues of braking technology such
as automatic brake adjusters, and other means to improve vehicle stability,
including antilock systems."”

The appendix to the 1979 Five Year Plan listaed two projects related to the
new FMVSS 130. The first project was a description of the proposed rulemaking
action and noted the ANPRM soliciting information on current state-of-the-art
brake systems. It was indicated that an NPRM was scheduled for 1979, while the
date of a final rule and an effective date remained to be determined.

The second project was listed under the section for Exploratory Research and
Rulemaking. The description referred to an improvement in braking performance
with automatic adjusting devices. The pro,ect description referred to the need for
these devices as shown by & study of e California Highway Patrol and as
recommended by the National Transportatio Safety Board, 21/ The project called
for the issuance of an ANPRM in 1979 to rquest comments on the feasibility of
requirements for automatic brake adjusters.

The Research and Development Plan for FMVSS 13C: Heavy Duty Vehicle
Brake Systems was approved ocn May 14, 1879, That plan differed from the
February 12, 1879, ANPRM in that it covered heavy duty vehicle brake systems &s
opposed to air brake systems only, The plan specified an extensive fleld test
program to answer questions on two levelss near-term capablilities of braking
systems and longer term improvements in such areas as lateral stadility and brake
maintenance.

The plan called for a multitask project including,

(1) A field program to establish stopping distance data for heavy duty
trucks;

(2) An inservice demonstration of antilock device-equipped transit buses;
and

(3) A pilot feasibllity study of various alternatives in support nf the above
evaluation.

307 For further detalls on FMVSS 121 see, "Safety Effectiveness Evaluation of the
National Highway Traftic Safety Administration's Rulemaking Process, Vol.
1--Case History of Faderal Motor Vehicle Safety Standard 1.1t Air Brake
Systems" (NTSB-SEE-79-4).

21/ NTSB Recommendation H-78-14, June 23, 1978, -
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The plan called for the tasks to be performed over a 6-year period ending in tiscal
year 1984,

On October 10, 1979, ths NHTSA issued an NPRM proposing "the early
implementation of a portion of a new safety standard on heavy wuty vehlcle
brakes." The proposed standard would require vehicles over 10,000 pounds to have
service brakes that act on all wheals. The WHTSA stated that the new FMVSS 130,
when fully implemented, would regulats brake systems on heavy duty vehicles
instead of only air brake systems. A submission to the publio docket by the
Insurance Institute for Highway Safety was referred to as the major factor in the
NHTSA's decision to make FMVSS 130 applicable to all heavy duty vehicles
regardless of the means of brake actuation. The NHTSA stated, "As FMVSS 130 is
implemented, any redundant requirements in either FMVSS 105-75 ([hydraullo
brake systems] of FMVSS 121 will be revoked."

The basis tor this NPRM was stated as follows:

Although the agency is not prepared to propose FMYSS 130 in its
entirety, new information has led the agency to conclude tentatively
that there is an immediate need to establish one portion of Standard
No. 130, As a result of the PACCAR decision, the agency suspended
the road test requiraments for trucks and trailers. This suspension has
reportedly caused some manufucturers to contemplate the removal of
front axle service brakes fromm some trucks. This is an extremely
dangerous situation that could significantly reduce the safety of the
affected vehicles.

The NHTSA stated that the product liability factor had previously been
considered sufficient to motivate manufacturers to continue to install front axle
brakes. However, the NHTSA believed that "the fear of product llatility claims
has apparently been out-weighed for some manufacturers by the savings in weight
and cost that would result from the removal of front axle brakes." Preliminsry
data from heavy duty vehicle stopping distance tests were presented in the NPRM
showing the increasss due to deletion of front brakes. The nntice published the
outline for the proposed FMVSS 130 with most of the sections reserved for future
amendments,

During Interviews with the rulemaking staff of the NHTSA, the tentative
plans for FMVSS 130 were discussed. An NHTSA official stated that because of the
past controversy surrounding FMVSS 121 and antilock devices in particular, he
believed that it would be useful to issue the outline of a standard for heavy duty
vehicle brake systems, The first step in this process would be to determine what
parts of braking systems should be regulated. When a consensus had been reached,
the NHTSA would implement the standerd on a wt—b{-port basis. For example,
all of the requirements for preventing contamination of the braking fluld would be
established at one time. Each subsystem requirement would be introduced as an
NPRM with opportunity for public comment on eaci: requirement, ‘

The Safety Board was also informed that the ANPRM for the longer range
plens in the area of 'rakirg had been delayed. The dreft ANPRM was to solicit
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comments from the public on eight aspacts of heavy duty vehicle braking systems,
The Office of the Secretary of Transportation (OST), however, had required a
Regulatory Analfais which initislly had not been prepared. The NHTSA, therefore,
prepared a draft Rogulstory Analysis. It discussed the basie problem, listed

tential solutions and the expeoted range of costs, and explained that it was
mpossible to quantify anticipated benefits at this stage. The NHTSA also lised
the ongoing and planned research and the methodology that would be followes! in
identifying alternative apprcaches. The draft R tory Analysis will be placed in
the public docket for comment when the ANPRM is issued.

New Rulemaking Initiative: Low Tire Pressure
WarninﬂETFW) Indicators

Activity In the area of Low Tire Pressure Warning (LTPW) Indicators
illustrates crash avoidance rulemaking which has not yet resulted in a formal

notice. In addition, it is a proposal which, from its inception, has been questioned
on the basis of whether costs justify benefits,

The concept of a safety standard mandating devices to warn a driver of low
tire \ressure has been under consideration since 1970. An NHTSA report on the
proposcd standard described its early history:

In 1970 the, . . NHTSA included low tire pressure warning devices
in the Program Plan for Motor Vehicle Safety published in June 1970.
Tha rulemaking sheet stated that the major problem to be solved was
the cost effectiveness of the device and that no progress on the
ru}en'lmklng action was Initiated because other rulemaking had taken
priority.

Research to determine the state-of-the-art of luw pressure tire
warning indicators was initiated. The NHTSA conducted a patent
search of over 130 patents that dealt with tire inflation as well as
warning devices that could signal underinflation. These devices are
capable oft (1) indicating pressure, (2) monitoring the pressure, (3)
maintaining tire pressure, (4) automatic control and supervision of
pressure, and (5) warning of low inflation pressure.

The NHTSA dstermined that the cost per vehicle for a system which would produce
a signal on the vehicle dashboard was prohibitive. The rulemaking process was
stopped pending further developments in the statu-of-the-art., Between 1873 and
1077, additional draft ANPRM's were circulated for comment within the NHTSA,
but none resulted in a published notice.

More rccently, low tire pressure warning has been incorporated into the Five
Year Plan as Exploratory Rulemaking. The plan states, "Exploratory tire safety
activity will include consideration of ... means to warn when tire inflaticn
pressure drope below recommended levels, Including minimum performance for
warning devices, for all vehicles." In addition, a staff report prepared for the
House Subcommittee on Consumer Protection and Finance (May 17, 1979)
encouraged the NHTSA to pursue rulemaking on LTPW devices,
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The Appendix to the Rulemaking Plar contains a more extensive description
of the planned activities. The Appendix refers to the problem of low tire pressure
as a major factor in tire safety, expeoted tread life, and fuel economy. The
NHTSA states that at highway speeds an underinflated tire can produce
temperatures which result in tire f~llures, tread and casing separations, and fabric
fatigue. A stu3 is cited which claims that low tire pressures are causally involved
in 1.4 percent of traffic accidents on city streets and rural roads,

Also noted are studies which estimate trat tire life is reduced by 15 percent
for each 10 percent ¢f underinflation and that reductions in fuel sconomy of 3 to 8
percent are being experlenced by current passenger cars. Recent surveys have also
indicated that 3.5 percent of passenger car tires are at least 2.0 pounds per square
inch (psi) underinflated.

The Appendix details the research planned by the NHTSA in the area of
LTPW indicators. The first task planned is a study of the various devices available
and their estimated reliability. Two generlc types of devices are defineds "active"
systems, where the operator must look at a device mounted on the tire; and
"pasmive” systems, which would alert the driver by means of a light on the vehicle
dashboard. Bach type of device would be tested by the NHTSA in a fleet
demonstration, colleoting data on cost, use, maintenance, malfunotion, and radio
frequency interference potential, These data would be supplemented by data from
industry test fleets which are currently testing these devices. The second task is
gmo& vtiomrd evaluating the human factors aspects of the effectiveness of

ces,

The Research and Development Plan for L'TPW devices contains more detail
on the proposed rulemaking. The plan states that underinfletior. is involved in
392,000 accidents a year at a cost of $345 million. It adds that "each yeer 853
persons die in accidents caused by low tire inflation pressure. An additional 25,000
persons are disabled™ The Plan g.es on to estimate the potential costs for
countermeasures and lists other studies that are being conducted in this area. The
schedule for rulumaking is listed as follows: NPRM--FY 1982; Rule--FY 1983;
Effective date--To Be Determined.

A number of internal documents have been prepared by the Rulemaking
Office in support of an LTPW device standard, including a Rulemeking Support
Paper and a cost/benefit analysis.

The cost/benefit analysis reviewed four regulatory options open to the NHTSA:

(1) An all-active system for all cars and trucks;

(2) An slt-passive system for all cars and trucks;

(3) A passive system for all cars, multipurpose passenger vehicles,
and the front tires of trucks and buses; and

(4) An active system for all cars, multipurpose passenger vehicles,
and the front tires of trucks and buses,

The analysis estimated both safety and fuel economy benefits which could
result from an LTPW indicator standard. Cost of impilementing both active and
passive systems were also essessed for wach of the options. The report raised
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questions about whether the possible penefits of an LTPW standard outweighed its
costs.

The draft Rulemaking Support Paper updated and expanced on some of the
information contained in the cost/benefit analysis. One of the additional points
raised by the Support Paper was product liability concerning active LTPW devices.
Many devices had been removed from the market because of insurers' concerns
over systems that required opening of the primary seal at the valve stem. The
Support Paper indicated that the NHTSA had contracted to have several prototype
tire valve LTPW systems produced The schedule for rulemaking proposed an
NPRM in {iscal year 1980 and a final rule in 1982 with the standard becoming
effective in 1984. The potential benefits, costs, and other impacts were discussed,
as well as potential reactions of interested parties and the interaction of an LTPW
standard with other safety standards. A proposed sampling of tire pressures some 5
years after the effective date of the rule was offered as the evaluation plan,

The draft NPRM attached to the Support Paper called for the mandatory use
of active LTPW systems by all vehicles, Alternately, a passive system could be
used at the manufacturer's option.

The Rulemaking staff also prepared an Executive Summary of the
Rulemaking Support Paper. The Summary stated that the schedule for rulemaking
had been selected to allow sufficlent time for the development of active LTPW
devices that do not violate the primary tire seal valve. The reason for this
approach was that the active systems were maost cost beneficial and the staff
believed that they could be implemented immediately,

As of the time of this writing, the Rulemaking Support Paper has not yet
been circulated outside the Rulemaking Office for comment.

FMVSS 203 and 204, Impact Protection for the Driver froin the Steering
 Control Column and Steerlng Contrdl Rearward Displacement

Rulemaking activity asscciated with FMVSS 203 and 204 was selected for
inclusion in this report to demonstrate the process by which an existing rule is
extended. An NPRM was published in November 1978, arid a final rule followed in
November 1978,

The purpose of FMVSS 203 is to reduce the likelihood of death or injury to a
driver by requiring an energy-absorbing steering column. The standard describes a
test procedure specifying that when the steering assembly is impacted at a speed
of 15 mph by a body block resembling a human tor-o and head, "the impact force
developed on the chest of the body block transmitted to the steering control
system shall not exceed 2,500 pounds." The regulation, which became effective on
January 1, 1968, applies only to passenger cars and to non-forward-control
vehicles, 32/ As to the latter, manufacturers are given the option of a Type 2

237 A Torward-control vehicle is one in which more than helf of the engine length is
rearward of the foremost point of the windshield base and in which the steering
wheel hub s in the forward quarter of the vehicle length.
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seatbelt assembly (a )ep-shoulder belt combination) if they cannot meet the
requirements of the standard.

FMVSS 203 was amended, effective May 27, 1875, to exclude from its
requirements "vehicles that conform to the frontal barrier ecrash
requirements... of Standard No. 208...by means other than seat belt
assemulies." The amendment was initiated by a GM petition which argued that
incorporation of air cushion restraint systems required modifications to the
steering control which made conformity to FMVSS 203 difficult or even impossible.
In the explanation to the am»>.«dment, the NHTSA stated that while it generally
supported redundant protec<ion offered by differen: standards, "the redundent
protection offered hy Standard No. 203 is not justified where it directly interferes
with development of a more advanced, convenient, and effective restraint system
[40 FR 1792] "

The purpose of FMVSS 204 is to reduce the likelihood of chest, neck, and head
injury by specifying requirements "limiting the rearward displacement of the
steering control into the passenger compartment.” The 3tandard prohibits the
upper end of the steering column from being displaced orizontally rearward more
than 5 inches when the vehicle is subjected to a 30-mph froatal barrier crash. Like
FMVSS 203, the standard applies to passenger cars and euthorizes a lap-shoulder
belt combination as an option for forward ceatrol vehicles which cannot meet the
requirements of the rule. FMVSS 204 became effective on January 1, 1968,

An NPRM published on October 30, 1970 (35 FR 16805) proposed to extend
the requirements of FMVSS 204 to multipurpose passenger vehicles, trucks, and
buses of 10,000 pounds or less gross vehicle weight rating (GYWR). It also proposed
a vehicle loading requirement for the barrier test, as well as a procedure for
determining a point of teference on the vehicle from which the rearward
displacement of the steering control could be measured. After reviewing numerous
comments responding to the NPRM, thz NHTSA announced in May 1973 that it had
concluded that the proposals should be revised and that it would issue new notices
of proposed rulemaking in the fut.re,

Recent rulemaking activity on FMVSS 203 and 204 has centered arcund
efforts to extend the regulations to trucks, vans, and multipurpose vehicles of less
than 10,000 pounds GVYWR ([hereafter referred to as LTM's}]. The need for
extension of the Standards was described in the NHTSA's Five Year Plan. The Plan
indicaied that consideration would also be given to upgrading FMVSS 203 to include
angular impact into tha steering assembly and upgrading FMVSS 204 to include a
vertical displacement raquirement. The Research and Development Plan (Level i)
s rted the proposed rulemaking, estimating data needs, technical support, and
staff time necessary to the rulemaking.

An NPRM proposing to extend the applicability of FMVSS 203 and 204 to
LTM's was published on November 9, 1972 (43 FR 52264). 23/ The proposal also

23/ The NPRM also proposed the same extension for FMVSS 201 - Occupant
Protection in Interior Impact, a standard requiring interlor padding for dashboards,
sun visors, arm. 2sts, and seat backs.
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required a Type 2 seatbelt in front outboard positions for LTM's and continued the
exemption from standard 203 of all vehicles complying with FMVSS 208 by meens
of air bags.

The NPRM responded in part to p«titions from the Center for Auto Safety
and the Insurance Institute for !ighway Safety. The NHTSA also cited as
justification for rulemaking a marked incresse in the number of fatalities and
injuries to people riding in LTM's and evidence that fatality rates are higher in
these vehicles than in passenger cars. The agency supported the effectiveness of
the current standards, arguing that accident experience "continues to show that
[these] standards have substantially reduced occupant injuries.” Work done by
varicus automobile manufacturers was also noted, and cost and leadtime estimates
were made. The agency indicated that it was not proposing an upgrade to the
standards in the NPRM, but was actively working on an upgrade and welcomed any
relevant comment,

The NHTSA's Plans and Programs office drafted a "Preliminary Evaluation of
the Proposed Extension..." to accompany the NPRM. The purpose «{ this paper
was to examine "the anticipated impacts" of the rulemaking action, and it
therefore discussed in greater detsil much of the data and rationale used in the
e. planation of the NPRM, The "Evaluation" included statistirs and tables on the
L M population, its accident characteristics, and comparisons to passenger cars.
Saiaty benefit estimates were discussed, and costs of the proposed extension were
anticipated based on several sourcec. The discussion included estimates of how
closely the current LTM population alreudy comes to complying with the proposed
extension.

The Plans and Programs "Evaluation" also outlined three slternatives to the
proposed rule, all of which were rejected. These included: (1) noi extending the
standards to LTM's and; instead, letting "passive restraint requirements provide all
the protection for these vehicles;" (2) introducing both passive restraints and the
PYSS 203/204 extension at the same time in model year 1984; and (3) exeimpting
forward-control vehicles from Standards 203 and 204. Upgrading the standards was
considered, but the NHTSA decided ‘0 gather more information on the subject

without delaying the currently proposed extension.

The period for comment on the NPRM closed in early 1979. Responses were
collected and analyzed, and were summarized in a later NHTSA document. The
agency concluded, "Most manufacturers except [Volkswagen] and Jeep agreed
with the intent of the Standards but all manufacturers except Chrysler argued that
additional lead time is necessary." The Center for Anto Safety supported the
extension but recommended an upgrade; the Insurance In citute for Highway Safety
also agreed with the extension but recommended that the complianca test for
Standard 203 be improved. Specific issues raised by respondents were discussed by
the NHTSA, including questions by General Motors, Jeep, and the Motor Vehicle
Manufacturers Association on the agency's accident data analysis. Several
exemptions were also suggested in docket comments, including exclusions for
"walk-in van-type" vehicles and for incomplete vehicles. The NHTSA eventually
recommended that the former be granted an exemption. In the case of incomplete
vehicles, the agency decided to continue with the proposed extension, but
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acknowledged that 4 problem existed and indicated it would "issue new rulemaking
actions on Standard 204 as soon as the final rules on Standards 212 and 219 are
finalized"

During the spring of 1979, the NHTSA Rulemaking Office drafted a final
Rule:meking upport Paper and circulated it within the agency for comment. Both
Plens and Programs and the Office of the Chief Counsel returned substantive
remarks to Rulemxking, raising questions about points of logic in the Support
Paper. Rulemaking then rewrote the draft Support Paper into an "Explanation of
Rulemaking and Final Rulemaking Support Paper.” It restated the original proposal
for an extension of Standards 203 and 204 to LTM's, requiring in addition a Type 2
seatbeit for front outboard scating positions. However, convertibles and
"open-body" type vehicles were to be exempt from the seatbelt requirement, while
"walk-in var-type" vehicles were to be exempt entirely from the standards. The
rewritten Sipport Paper summarized arguments for the extension of FMVSS %93
and 204, and was modified because of the remarks made by the Office of the Chief
Counsel and by Plans and Programs, as well as by docket responses to the NPRM.
The "Explaration of Rulemaking and Final Rulemaking Suppoct Paper™ was then
forwarded to the Office of the Chicl Counsel for preparation of a legal draft of a
final rule.

Subsequent to the completion of a final Rulemaking Support Paper, Plans end
Programs ¢irculated a draft of a "Final Regulatory Evaluation... " to Rulemaking
and the Chief Counsel. It appears that no formal, written comments were made on
the draft, though NHTSA's National Center for Statistical Analysis provided some
additional data. In November 1979, Plans end Programs forwarded the final
Regulatory Evaluation to the Chief Counsel for inclusion in the docket.

The final Evaluation differed in several respects from the prelimineary paper
of 1 year before, though the basic arguments remained the same. For example,
statistical tables were modified to reflect up-to-date input from the National
Crash Severity Study, and safety benerit estimates were modified accordingly.
More cost data were available, including a study by the John Z. DeLorean
Corporation, as well as docket comment. One significant modification was made,
however, between the final Support Paper (August 1979) and the final Evaluation
(November 1979). Because of rulemaking activity on Standards 212 and 219
concerning incomplete vehicles, the NHTSA decided to meke 3tandard 204
"effective only to those vehicles with unloaded tesi weight up to 4,000 1bs." The
agency stated that it "intends to issue a notice regerding test requirements for
FMVSS 204 for vehicles o.er 4,000 1bs. unloaded test weight at a later date."

A final rule was issued on November 29, 1979. The rule amends FMVSS 203
and 204 to extend their applicability to LTM's. However, it was decided to iimit
the extension of Standard 204 to LTM's with an unloaded vehicle weight of 4,000
pounds or less. The extension of FMVSS 203 does not apply to vehicles meeting the
frontal barrier crash requirements of Standard 208 by mesns other than seatbelts,
nor does it apply to walk-in vans. The rule will bccome effective on September 1,
1981.
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FMVSS 214: Side Door Strength (Side Impact Protection)

FMVSS 214 is an example of near-term rulemaking in crashworthiness. The
process by which a recently published ANPRM was developed {llustrates NEHTSA
procedures in problem identification and planning.

FMVSS 214, Side Door Strength, currently specifies performance
requirements for the side doors of passenger cars. The purpose of the regulation,
firsi published as a final rule in October 1970, is to "minimize the safety hazard
caused by intrusion into the passenger compartment in a side impact accident.”
The standard specifies three crush tests in which mechanical devices apply pressure
to the doors of a stationary vehicle. Under the peak crush test, a force of two
times the curb weight of the vehicle or 7,000 pounds, whichever is less, must be
applied before the vehicle door is deformed inward more than 18 inches.

The NHTSA recently published an evaluation of Standard 214. The report
found that the regulation reduces the likelihood of intrusion and prevents a
substantial proportion ¢f the deaths and severe injuries in single-vehicle, side-
impact accidents, such as a vehicle skidding sideways into a tree. However, the
study found FMVSS 214 significantly less effective in multiple-vehicle erashes.

Rulemsaking to amend FMVSS 214 to increase side impact protection has been
a high-priority activity since 1977 and is described in the NH7TSA's Five Year Plan.
Tie activity, categorized as near-term rulemeking, is aimed at upgrading the
performance requirements of the standard and extending their applicability to light
trucks, vans, and multipurpose passenger vehicles. The safety problem which the
rulemaking seeks to address is that "approximately one third of automobile
occupant fatelities and life-threatening injuries occur to occupants of vehicles
which are slruck in the side." The Five Year Plan describes the program to
upgrade and extend the standard as being composed of three <Zasks: (1)
development of a dummy and performance criteria, (2) testing of vehicle
modifications, and (3) development of a test procedure, including a moving barrier
‘mpactor. The Plan schedules separate NPRM's for dummy specifications and
Larrier specification in 1980, & rule in 1981, and an effective date in model year
1384 vehicles.

Though planning and developmental work have been continuing since 1977,
ru'emaking activity on Side Impact Protection began during the summer of 1979,
Activity was directed at drafting an ANPRM proposing amendments to FMVSS 214,

requesting comment, and giving notice of a public meeting tentatively scheduled
for December 1979.

Documentation for the rulemaking was forwarded for comment from
Rulemsuking to Plans and Programs, Research and Development, Enforcement, and
ths Office of the Chief Ceunsel in August 1979. In this case, a single Rulemaking
fupport Meper was not prepared. Instead, several documents were assembled to
support the rulemaking. These included, in addition to a draft of the ANPRM, a
Level Il Rescarceh and Development Plan for the rulemaking, a :echnical paper,
and a list of contract support. It was noted that a considerable amount of research
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had slready been done and that it was important that the results of this work be
made avalilable to the public as soon as possible.

The draft ANPRM summarized the safety problem and proposed rulemaking
activity. This was followed by discussion of the major areas of support research
which the NHTSA was sponsoring, Compliance test developments were described,
for example, and a specific test condition suggested. Other research was
summarized, including efforts to develop a suitable anthropomorphic dummy and
performance criteria. The NHTSA presented three :ossible ways of measuring
dummy performance and requesied comment from the public on which method
would best prediet occupant injury and would therefore be most useful in the
proposed standard. Finally, the draft ANPRM stated that studies to examine cost,
weight, and leadtime were being initiated.

The three documents accompanying ‘he draft ANPRM provided more detailed
support for the substance of the proposai. The Research and Development Plan
detailed 11 projects, many of these sul™divided into more specific tasks. Projects
covered the major categories of research and development described in the Five
Year Plan--perforraance criteria, vehicle modification, and compliance test
procedures. The Research and Development Plan also described additional
research to analyze accident data, to study the proposed standard in terms of light
trucks and vans, and to evaluate cost, weight, and leadtime. Each project which
was listed included an estimate of necessary budget resources. The Plan coneluded
with a program schedule identifying proposed milestones and completion dates in
1878 and 1980 for each segment of the program.

Supplementing the Research and Development Plan was a list entitled
"Project Support.” Information on each task described in the Plan was given,
including, if applicable, contract number, coiitiactor, the amount of the contract,
and the date work had been or wes to be completed. In some cases work had been
finished, as in the finalization of the Highway Safety Research Institute dummy. In
other cases, contracts were in varicus stages of preparation.

Completing the initial documentation for the proposed FMVSS 214 upgrade
and extension was a technical paper, "Status of the National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration's Research and Rulemeaking Activities for Upgrading Side
Impact Protection,” The paper, prepared by two NHTSA engincers, had been
presented in Paris at the 7th International Technical Conference cn Experimental
Safety Vehicles in June 1979, The report presented technical datu and analysis
concerning compliance test conditions, development of a dynamic test procedure,
anitropomorphic test device design, and performance criteria as they related to

side-impacet protection. The report concluded by inviting comment from the
international community.

Comments on the proposed rulemaking by the various NHTSA offices were
returned to Kulemaking in September 1979. The Offire of the Chief Counsel, Plans
and Programs, Research and Development, and Enforcement all responded to the
draft ANPRM with guestions or comments. Plans and Programs alsc submitted &
draft regulatory analysis. For the most part, it used information from the «raft
ANPRM package to suminarize the argument for upgrading the standard. It noted
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that at this stage ir the rulemaking detailed cost data on the proposal's economic
impact to the concumer were not available. Benefits were also briefly summarized
and, finally, thie draft paper concluded by mentioning that alternative solutions, in
terms of varying levels of side structure and interior design modification, would
result from reseatch activities currently in progress. Plans and Programs'
comments on the draft ANPRM as well as its regulatory analysis were circulated
back to Kesearch and Development and the Chief Counsel, as well as being
forwarded to Rulemaking.

Rulemaking rewrote the draft ANPRM, incorporating into it the comments it
had received. This final draft was recirculated to the major officc '~ads for
review and the Associate Administrators met shortly thereaft- =~ ..cuss it.
After minor changes to the draft were made, it was then forwarc.d to the Office
of the Chief Counsel, A legal draft of the ANPRM was then prepared and on
October 31, 1979 was circulated by Rulemaking to Plans and Programs, Research
and Develuopment, Enforcement, and the Bureau of Motor Carrier Safety of the
FHWA. This draft constituted the "Coordination Package,” though it was also
referred to as the "final signature packege." This version of the proposed ANPRM
was again reviewed and returned to Rulemaking with minor comments.

Pinally, in early November 1979, Rulemaking forwarded the ANPRM to the
Administrator for final approval. It was noted that the date initially proposed for
the public meeting, December 1979, was now unrealistic and it was suggested that

the meeting be delayed until fanuary 1980. The ANPRM was signed by the NHTSA
Administrator on Novembter 30 and published in the Federal Register on
December 6, 1979 (44 F.R. 70204).

Pedcstrian Initial Impact Protection

Rulemaking in Pedestrian Initial Impact P:otection exemplifies both
near-term and exploratory rulemnaking. Activity on this standard illustrates
detailed planning and development prior to issuance of a notice.

In 1967, the NHTSA began rulemaking efforts aimed at reducirg pedestrian
injuries. An NPRM proposing elimination of decorative ornaments wxs published in
1967, and another NPRM addressing all exterior protrusions was prepared, though
never publisned, in 1968. The NHTSA began research in pedestrian protection in
1973, sponsoring a program designed "to provide support for rulemaking directed
toward geometric and/or structural modification of vehicle fronut ends as a means
of reducing pedestrian injuries." Initial work was conducted by Battelle Columbus
Laboratories between 1973 and 1875. These studies, though limited in scope, did
"establish techniques for performing pedestrian impact simulations with cadavers
and a yard stick for quantifying pedestrian Injuries ... ." Further contract work
included vehicle modification and impact testing using anthropomorphic dummies
and cudavers. These studies supported the potential benefit of pedestrian impact
rulemaking, concluding that: (1) for adult dummies, pelvic and knee acceleration
peaks could be reduced 50 to 80 percent through use of soft bumper and hood edge
materials; and (2) that for cadavers, soft structires significantly reduced the
extent of injury.




Based on this research, the NHTSA incorporated into its first Five Year Plan
(March 1978) a schedule for rulemaking in the area of pedestrian protection. The
Plan scheduled an NPRM for 1978, a final rule for 1879, and effective dates in
model years 1980 and 1981 vehicles. Responses to the ruiemaking Plan were
collected in the public docket and later summarized by the NHTSA, The agency
stated that "most respondents were in general agreement with NHTSA's proposal to
do further research into the area of vehicle modifications for improved pedestrian
safety." However, automobile manufacturers expressed concern that "not enough
emphasis [was] being placed on the accident avoidance aspects of pedestrian
protection.”

npedestrian Initial Impact Protection” is described as a near-term rulemaking
in the NHTSA's 1979 Five Year Plan. The purpose of this activity is to reduce the
8,000 pedestrian fatalities and 100,000 pedestrian injuries which occur in the
United States each year. The proposed star.dard would accomplish this by requiring
"softened" vehicle fron! ends that "afford protection to adult pedestrian legs and
lower torsos and 1o child pedestrians,” Performarce requirements would be
established for vehicle frontal structures including "surfaces that are essentially
vertical and less than 18" from the forward most point of the vehicle such as
bumper, hood edge, grille, and headlight wells," The schedule for proposed
rulemaking is as follows: an NPRM in 1979; a rule in 1080; ard an effective date
for model year 1983 passenger cars, and model year 1984 for light trucks, vans, and

nultipurpose passenger vehicles.

The NHTSA Research and Development Plan provides a more detailed outline
of the tasks necessary to support the proposed rulemaking on pedestrian Initial
impact protection. Tihe first step listed is to prepare an NPRM "to establish
performance requirements for vehicle frontal structures for the protection of
pedestrians.” The Plan thea outlines 11 tasks which corstitute Research and
Development’'s support for the standard. Included among the tasks are the
following: (1) impact testing using both cadavers and dummies and comparison of
the responses of each, (2) checking the ability of vehicles to meet both the
proposed pedestrian impact standard and Part 581 Bumper Gtandard currently in
effect, (3) building a compliance test too! acceleratcr, (s "ssessing the costs
associated with the "zoft nose concept of frontal structures,” and (5) compilation of
uceident data under the Pedestrian Irjury Causation Study.

The Research and Development Plan discusses additional issues associated
with the proposed rulemaking. It mentions, for example, the issue of alternative
approaches, and notes that it is assumed that a vehicle complying with the
proposed standard will be able to comply with other regulations affecting the same
area of the vehicle. While the Part 581 Buinper Standard i3 discussed specifically
in the Plan, the relationship of the pedestrian impact standard to such other rules
as FMVSS 203, 204, and 208 is not discussed,

In addition to the near-term rulemaking described above, the Five Year Plan
describes an exploratory rulemaking effort which will study "appropriate
modifiesticn to hood surfaces and windshield headers to reduce the severity of
pedestzian injuries.” In particular, this effort will be aimed at reducing pedestrien
head anid neck injuries, and will be intended to complement the near-term
rulemeaking.
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The proposed exploratory rulemaking in pedestrian protection s also
supported by a program in the Research and Development Plan. The Intended tasks
involve developing a modified Part 572 dummy head, febrication of modified
vehicle hoods, and establishing repeatability and reproducibllity of compliance
tests. A Rulemaking Support Paper propoeing an NPRM on hood impact response
characteristics would be written and issued in late 1982 according to the planned
schedule,

A draft Rulemaking Support Paper for "Pedestrian Initial Impaet Protection”
was completed by Rulemaking in March 1979 and forwarded to Flans and Programs
and the Office of the Chief Counsel for review. The peper began by deseribing
pedcstrian injury data from the NHTSA's Pedestrian Injury Causation Study. The
data were summarized for adults and children and were tabulated for aceidents
occurring at various speeds. The Support Paper summarized effectiveness and
benefit estimates for the proposed standard, concluding that it could substantially
reduce pedestrian injury. The effectiveness analysis also stated several caveats to
the evaluation: the accident data were not necessarily representative of national
accident experience, and ome estimates were based on small cample vizes.

Feasibility, practicability, and cost of the standard were also exemined using
as a basis a modified 1978 Pontiac LeMans, The report found the modifications
feasible, but questioned thair practicality. Estimated cost of the propcsed rule to
the consumer was summar; .ed in the report and discussed at length in an & pendix.
However, the analysis only considered initial hardware costs and operational/fuel
costs and noied that factors still to be considered included repairability and
replacement, energy costs, and industry impacts such as capital requirements. The
analysis also acknowledged that it was based on limited data and indicated that
more detailed cost data would soon be available through an esdditional contrasct,

The Rulemaking Support Paper examined several additional topies. In a brief
discussion of the effect of the proposed rule on the velicle crash environment and
on other Federal regulations, th> report pointed out that research for the standard
included its compatibility with the Part 581 Bumper Standard. However, [t noted
some problems not investigated:

(1) Low-speed car-to-car collisions of pedestrian-safe vehicles. . .,
(2) High-speed local impacts with roadside objects, and
(3) High-speed occupant crash protection requirements of FMVSS 208,

The Support Paper also outlined foreign research on pedestrian impact protection
and summarized docket comments concerning the proposed rulemaking described in
the March 1978 Rulemaking Plan. Finally, the report included a draft of the
proposed rule itself detailing the performance requirements, pedestrian simulation
devices, and test procedur¢s. The draft Included additional explanstion and
justification for various sections of the rule,

Comments from Plans and Programs on the draft Support Paper
complimented Rulemaking on the level of detail in the study. In addition to other
comments, the office discumsed the justification for the standerd based on the
cost-benefit analysis. The Office of tha Chief Counsel also questioned and
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commented on specific details of the proposal, including discussion of the
compatabiiity of the proposal with other standerds.

After reviewing the comments, Rulemaking transmitted a draft NPRM for
Pedestrian initial Impact Protection, an Explanation of Rulemaking, and a revised
Jraft of the Rulemaking Support Paper to both the Chief Ccunsel and Plans and
Programs, requesting preparation of a legal draft and a reguatory analysis. The
Support Paper remained essentially the same as the preliminery version. The basic
arguments supporting the proposed reguiation were repeaied and a drait of the
standard itsel! was identical in both pepers. However, modifications were made.
Accident data were updated, which caused minor chaages in benefit estimates,
Research and crash testing had also been completed in the interval between the
two Support Papers, and the final version reflected these developments, While
both Support Papers discussed developmental work on pedestrien protecticn ir a
chapter on countermeusures, neither examined siternatives to the proposed "soft
front-end” solution to the problem.

The major expansion of the second version of the Support Paper appeared in
the analysis of {essibility and cost. A contracted study had evaluated both for four
vehicles with high sales voiumes, conciuding that modifications could be made
allowing the vehicies to meet the requirements of the proposed standard as Part
581. Specific cost estimates were slso made. The analysis was a preliminary one
that considered only initial hardware costs and weights.  Finally, the draft final
Suppoct Paper briefly discussed the relationship of the proposed standard to othier
stanaards.

At the time of this writing, the Office of the Chief Counsel and Plans and
Programs are reviewing the revised Rulemeking Support Paper. Memoranda,
mesiings, and informal telephone conversaticns between these two offices and
Rulcmaking will continue until the final docunientation, including a legal draft of
the proposed standard and a regulatory analysis, are ready for review by the
Administrator, If the proposal is signed by the Administrator, either an ANPRM or
an NPRM will be issued, likely in early 1980.

FMVSS 302, Flammability of Interior Materials
{School Buses)

The rulemaking effort to promulgate a standard regarding interior
flammability for school buses illustrates internal NHTSA processes prior to
issuance of an ANPRM or NPRM. Rulemaking activity began in early 1979 and it
appears that an ANPRM will be iasued in «arly 1980.

In February 1879, the Secretary of Transportation requested the Urban Mass
Transportation Administration (UMTA) Administrator to cooperate with the
NHTSA Administrator in developing an ANPRM regarding improved tlammability
standards for the interior materials of school buses. In addition, the Secretary
reqguested the UMTA to provide to the NHTSA data on the UMTA specifications for
interior materials in new trensit vehicles. Meetings and data exchanges were
arranged and by Mareh 1979 the NHTSA announced that it planned to have an
internal draft ready for review by both agencies by April 15, 1879, and the ANPRM
in final form no later than June 1, 1879.
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FMVSS 302, Plammabili‘y of Interior Materials was desigiied to prevent the
use of highly flammable n.aterials in vehicie interiors. Originally, efiective
September 1, 1873, the standard specified burn resistance requirements for
materials used in the occupant compertments of motor vehicles. The purpose of
this standard was to reduce the cdeaths and injuries to vehicle occupants by
providing evecuation time in case of fires, especially those originating in the
interior of a vehicle from sources such as cigarettes.

The purpose of the proposed rulemaking for schocl buses was to consider
important factors other than escape time, such as making the initiation of a fire
more difficult and, if initiated, using materials that would cause the fire to remain
locelized or to extinguish itself, A study of fires that occurred in transit buses
constructed with padiad surfaces similar to those used in school buses (FMVSS 222}
revealed that while the interi~r materials involved all passed FMVSS 302
requiren.ents, once the ’ire built up in intensity and became extremely hot, it
burned rapidly, resulting in complete luss of the unit.

It was noted that as the purchase cost of transportation units continues to
increase, the poss.ble loss of units &s a result of an interior fire becomes more
serious. The question raised by the proposed action concernred whether school
buses should be built utilizing specifications similar to the UM"A guidelines for
interior materials to minimize the threav and impact of fire. In the absence of
historical guidance or meaningful schocl Lus accident dats, considerstion of
upgrading school bus interiors, with the inevitable increase in cost, was to be
presented to the public through an ANPRM. The ANPRM would solicit comments,
with particular emphasis on costs versus relatec benefits.

Following the initial meeting with UMTA officials, the NHTSA's rulemaking
office prepared a Rulemaking Support Paper and circulated it to the UMTA for
review, The UMTA respconded to the paper commenting thet its flammability
guidelines, referenced in the Rulemaking Support Paper, were not stendsrds nor
were they ever promulgated as having any official status, It was therefore
recommended that the references be omitted and replaced by a short and more
accurate statement concerning the specifications. The UMTA also responded to
several other aspects of the proposed rule, discussing the relevance of cited
examplis and the NHTSA's cost estimates,

Later, in May 1978, NHTSA's Office of Vehicle Safety Compliance reviewed
the Support Paper. It discussed and questioned certain background documents as
well as the relationship hetween the proposal and the current FMVSS 302,
Flammebility of Interior Materials. Several modifications to testing procedures
were also suggested. The Office of Chief Counsel also submitted comments on the
draft. The legal oflice pointed our that Rulemaking needed to clarify the safety
benefits that would result from the proposal.

Rulsmaking reviewed the commenis from the UMTA, Enforcement, and the
Office of Chief Counssl, and in a response to them generully concurred with the
suggestions and recommendations, The office discussed again the purpose of the
rulemaking, atating that it was the intent of this action to respond directly to the
Secretary's order, avoiding reference to the current FMVSY 302, There was no
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objection "in principle" to consider transit buses in ..., actic:y however, it had not
besn mentioned in the Secretary's request. Rulemeking conitended that the Support
Paper should be a "precise response to the Secretary's request.”

Although comments recommending changes in the Rulemaking Support Paper
were reviewed by Rulemaking, the study was not ..aended in accordanrce with the
suggestions.  Accordingly, the Office of Chief Ccunsel, when requested by
Rulemaking to prepare an ANPRM, =tatsd that it could not do s0 on the basis of
the information supplied. A modified Suppcet Paper incorporating all of the
comments was requested prior to the drafting of the ANPRM, The Offire of Chief
Counsel also raised other questions. Since the rulemaking action involved vuhicls
flammability, it expressed doubt, for example, as to how it could proceed witheut
reference or comperison with the NHTSA's own flammability standard 302. It also
disagreed with Rulemaking's respons: to sev. i of Enforcement's
recoinmendations. Finally, the legal office maintained ua: the UMTA guidelines
referenced in the Support Pa sr should b2 explained more fully so that informed
comment could be obtained,

Rulemaking then prepared a revi.ed and expanded Rulemsking Support Paper
to enable ithe Office of the Chief Counsel to prepare the ANPRM as requested,
The office reiterated its position that the thrust of the rulemaking was to respond
to the Secretary's directive. It was pointed out that he had not addressed transit
buses, nor had he proposed amending FMVSS 302,

In September 1979, Plans and Programs submitted the required Regulatory
Evaluation for the proposed school bus flammability standard. It pointed out the
difficulty of estimating potential benefits because of limited data on school bus
accidents. Concerning cost estimates, Plans and Programs stated that preliminary
information indicated a significant increase in the cost of a vehicle would be
required to upyrade the yuating materiel.

The documentation supporting the proposed ANPRM was held in Rulemaking
during the fall of 1978. In early December, the Rulemaking Support Paper was
returned to the Office of the Chisf Counsel for preparation of a logal draft of the
ANPRM. NHTBA officiais indicated that upon completion of the legal draft it
would be forwarded to the Office of the Secretary for review. Tha estimated date
of pub’ication for the ANFRM was March 1930.

400 Seriss Systems Salely Standurds

The 400 Series is the NHTSA's most extensive Exyiloratory Rulemaking effort,
It invoives detailed, long-term planning and extensive commitment of resources in
order to develop a comprehensive occupant protection standerd which will
integrate various individual rules currently in effect.

The NHTSA estimates that even after full implementation of FMVSS 208,
substantial motor vehicle oceupant fatalities will still remain. In order to reduce
these fatalities and associated injuries, the NHTSA has developed major
longer-term objectives "to consolidate and upgrade all occupant protection rules

through a systems approach toward improving occupant safety." The concept upon




which the long-term occupant protection upgrade is based is described as a "total
systems approach evaluating a vehicle's occupant protection capability by exposing
it to a series of crash exposures representative of the real world" The Five Year
Plan indicates that many of the existing component standards will be discarded,
and the end product will be a set of comprehensive performance standards which
will significantly increase the level of occupant protection.

In addition to safety improvements, which are expected to ba subotantial,
benefits in economy and innovation are expected from the 400 Serles due to
greater design flexibility, as compared to that permitted by current
component-oriented performance standards, The 400 Series standards will "build
upon the knowledge that was gained in developing the automatic restraint
requircment." Because the 400 Series standards will specify requirements for
performance as measured by injury levels, the NHTSA will also develop, "as a high
priority activity,” an advanced test dummy,

The planned 400 Serios is considered exploratory rulemaking and is described
in detall in the Research and Deveiopment Plan. The program is divided into five
basic components, each subdivided into a number of specific tasks (see outline on
page 46). Although the tasks are listed as separate entities, many are integrated
"to the point of being considered as a single unit" which will provide the necassary
faput for indicated milestones. One such milestone, for example, is the
development of preliminary specifications for demorstration vehicles ( 'ask 21).

Tha "most important activity” of the 400 Series development is the analysis
of accident data, The objective of Accident Analysis (AA) is to establish a
"supportable relationship between the occupant injury and the vehicle erash
severity." To meet this objective, AA will use the National Crash Severity Study,
which has identified parameters, as well as future accident studies to provide the
capacity to quantitatively correlate occupant injury to crash severity,

Secondly, the crash severity description used in these accident atudies needs
to be directly relatable to a laboratory test environment, or Crash Environment
Simulator (CES). NHTSA data and engineering analysis have indicated that testing
concepts other than those presently used to evaluate crashworthiness (such as flat
rigid barriers) are necessary to better reproduce what actually oceurs in & crashz

It is not sufficient to simply measure the ability of a vehicle to protect
its own occupants, Of equal importance is the assurance that a vehicle
is not overly aggressive to other veh’cles it may collide with.

The CES Program will develop a laboratory test which will monitor both the crash-
worthiness of a vehicle and its aggressiveness.

The development of test devices and test procedures for railover compliance
is another function of the CES Program. It is the responsibility of Research and
Development to ensure that both the objectives of the the CES Program and the
;Mtll{l’“ procedure to quantitatively correlate occupant injury to erash severity are

ulfilled. :
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Concommitant to the need for AA is the development of an upgraded test
dummy. Two basic efforts to develop a dummy are defined. The first is to collect
research which specifies human injury as a function of some parameters on a
dummy; the second involves developing and testing the dummlies, This development
is scheduled to begin in or before July 1980 in order to meet the 400 Series
Rulemaking schedule,

The activities of AA and Dummy Development (TD) are basicsdly independent
of each other. While accident analysis is charged with the development of a
relationship between crash parameters and injury, it is not conecerned with how the
occupant becomes injured. Dummy development, however, principally investigates
occupant injury and i3 not interested in crash severity.

TD and CES development programs will need to receive "important input
information" from the Systems Analysis and Systems Engineering activities. In
particuiar, accurate projections of the accident enviconment, such as occupant
injury disteibutions and vehicle population characteristies of the late 1980's, will
be "essential to the intelligent selection and development of compliance test
devices and procedures."

Following the analysis of the data to quantify the problem end the
development of to:ls (TD and CES) to design, develop, measure, and evaluate the
performance of countermeasures, the NHTSA will develop en integrated vehicle
and optimum specification. This specification will define both occupant crash
protection and fuel economy. The final phase of this development involves
demonstration and evaluation. The proposed schedule for the 400 Series NPRM is
September 1984; tho 400 Series rule is expected to be effective by September 1955,

400 Series Research and Development Outline

I, Systems Analysis and Systems Engineering
Task 1 and 2t Accident Analysis
Task 3: Trend and Technology Analysis
Task 41 Materials and Design Analysis
Task 5: Predictive Analysis
Laboratory Test Analysis
Task 6: Analyze existing crash and crush data
Task 71 Instrument compliance tests
Task 9: fConduct and analyze baseline crash and crush test

programs

. Biom..hanics and Advanced Dummy Development
Task 9: Basic Biomechanics Research
Task 10: Develcpment of Test Dummies
Prototype Dummy Testing
Task 11: Build end test prototype dummies
Task 12t Dummy NPRM
Task 13: Develop and test production dummies
Task 141 Procure and test dummies from multiple sources
Tesk 152 Dummy rule
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118 Crash Environment Simulator Development Analysis of Test Data
Task 16: Analyze baseline test results; select slternative test
devices/procedures
Task 17: Conduct tests, specify family of test devices/procedures
Task 18: Develop family of test devices

I¥.  Advanced Dummy and Simulator Development
Evaluation in Staged Crashes
Task 19: Evaluate dummies in crash tests

Task 20: Evaluate test devices/procedures; select compliance
tests

V. Development of Integrated Vehicles
Task 21 - Phase I: Initlal specification of vehicles
Task 22 - Phase II: Preliminary Design and Systems Integration
Task 23 - Phase 1lI: Develop Testing
Task 24 - Final Specification of Vehicles
Task 25 - Phase III: Final Design and Development
Task 26 - Phase 1V: Demonstration and Evaluation Testing
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APPENDIX
FEDERAL MOTOR VEHICLE SAFETY STANDARDS

§571.101 Standard No. 191; Control location, identificaticn, and illumiration.
(Effective September 1, 1959)

This standard specifies requirements for the location, identification, and
illumination. of motor vehicle controls. The purpose of the standard is to insure the
accessibility of motor vehicle controls and to facilitate their selection under
daylight and nighttime conditions, in order to reduce the hazards caused by the
diversion of the driver's attention from the motoring environment.

T §571.101-80 Standard Neo. :01=80; Controls and displays. (Effective September 1,
1980)

This standard specifies requirements for the location, identification, and
{llumination of motor vehicle controls and displays. The purpose of this standard is
to ensure the accessibility and visibility of motur vehicle controls and displays and
to facilitate their selection under daylight and nighttime conditions, in order to
reduce the safcty hazards caused by the diversion of the driver's attention from the
driving task, and by mistskes in selecting controls.

§571.1)2 Standard No. 102; Transmission shift lever sequence, starier interlock,
and transmission braking effect.

This standard specifies the requirements for the transmission shift lever
sequence, a starter interlock, and for a braking effect of automatic transmissions,
to reduce the likelihood of shifting errors, starter engagement with vehicle in drive
position, and to provide supplemental braking at speeds below 25 miles per hour.
§5''1.103 Standard No. 103; Windshield defrosting and defogging systems.

This standard specifies requirements for windshield defrostirg and defcgging
systems.

§571.104 Standard No. 104; Windshield wiping and washing systems.

This standard specifies requirements for windshield wiping and wiashing
systems.




§571.105-75 Standard No. 105-75; Hydraulic brake systems.

This standard specifies requirements for hydraulic service brake and
associated parking brake systems. The purpose of this standurd is to ensure safe
braking performance under normal and emergency conditions.

§571.106-74 Standard No. 106-74; Brake hoses.

This standard specifies labeling eaad performance requirements for motor
vehicle brake hose, brake hose assemblies, and brake hose end fittings. The
purpose of this standard is to reduce deaths and injuries oceurring as a result of
brake system failure from pressure or vacuum loss due to hose or hose assembly
rupture.

§571.107 Standard No. 107; Reflecting surfaces.

This stendard specifies reflecting surface requirements for certain vehicle
components in the driver's field of view.

§571.108 Standard No., 108; Lamps, reflective devices, and associated equipment.
(Effective January 1, 1979, March 1, 1979, July 1, 1979, and Oectober 1, 1979)

This standard specifivs requirements for original and replacement lamps,
reflective devices, and associated equipinent necessary for signaling and for the
safe operation of inotor vehicles during darkness and other conditions of reduced
visibility.

§571.109 Standard No. 109; New pneumatic tires,

This standard specifies tire dimensions and laboratory test requirements for
bead unseating resistance, strength, endurance, and high-speed performance;
defines tire load ratings; and specifies labeling requirements for passenger car
tires,

§571.110 Standard No. 110; Ti~e selection and rims.

This standard specifies requirements for tire selection to prevent tire
overloading.

§671.111 Standard No. 111; Rearview mirrocs.

This standard specifies requirements for the performance and location of
rearview mirrors. This purpose of this standard is to reduce the number of deaths
end injuries that oceur because the driver of & motor venicle does not have a clear
and reasonably unobstructed view to the rear.
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§571.111-76 Standard No. 111-76; Rearview mirrors.

This standard specifies requirements for the performance and location of
rearview mirrors. The purpose of this standard is to reduce the number of deaths
and injuries that occur when the driver of a motor vehicle does not have a clear
and reasonably unobstructed view to the rear.

§$571.112 Standard No. 112; Headlamp concealrnent devices.

This standard specifies rcquirements for headlamp concealment devices.

$571.113 Standard No. 113; Hood latch System.

This standard establishes the requirement for providing a hood latch system
or hood latch systems,

§571.114 Standard No. 114; Theft protection.

This standard specifies requirements for theft protection to reduce the
incidence of accidents resulting from unauthorized use.

§571.115 Standard No. 115; Yehicle identification number. (Effective January 1,
1980, and September 1, 1980)

This standard specifies requirerments for a vehicle identification system to
simplify vehicle information retrieval and to reduce the incidence of accidents by
increasing the accuracy and efficiency of vehicle defect recall campaigns.

§571.116 Standard No. 116; Motor vehicle brake fluids.

This standard specifies requirements for fluids for use in hydraulic hrake
systems of motor vehicles, containers for these fluids, and labeling of the
containers. The purpose of this standard is to reduce failures in the hydraulic
braking systems of motor vehicles which raay occur because of the manufacture or
use of improper or contaminuted fluid.

$571.117 Standard No. 117; Retreaded pneuinatic tires.

This standerd specifies performance, labeling, ar- c:etification requirements
for retreaded pneumatic passenger car tires. The pu.pose of this standard is to
require retreaded pneumatic passenger car tires to meet safety criteria similar to
those for new pneumatic passenger car tires.
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§571.118 Standard No. 118; Power-operated window systems,

This standard specifies requirements for power-operated window and
partition systems to minimize the likelihood of death or injury from their
accidental operation.

§571.119 Standard No. 119; New pneumatic tires for vehicles other than passenger
cars.

This standard esteblishes performance and marking requirements for tires for
use on multipurpose passenger vehicles, trucks, buses, trailers, and motoreycles.
The purpose of this standard is to provide safe operational performance levels for
tires used on motor vehicles other than passenger cars, and to place sufficient
information on the tires to permit their proper selection and use,

§571.120 Stendard No. 120; Tire selection and rims for motor vehicles other than
passenger cars.

This standard specifies tire and rim selection requirements and rim marking
requirements. The purpose of this standard is to provide safe operational
performance by ensuring that vehicles to which it apglies nre equipped with tires of
adequate size and load rating and with rims of appropriate size and type
designation.

§571.121 Standard No. 121; Air brake systems.

This standard establishes performance and equipment requirements for
braking systems ¢n vehicles equipped with air brake systems. The purpose of this
standard is to ensure safe braking performance under normal and emergency
conditions.

§571.122 Standard No. 122; Motorcycle brake systems.

This standard specifies performance requirements for motorcycle brake
systems. The purpose of the standard is to ensure safe motorcyele braking
performance under norma. and emergency conditions.

§571.123 Standard No. 123; Motorcycle controls and displays.

This standard specifies requirements for the location, operation,
identification, and illumination of motorcycle controls and displays, and
requirements for motoreycle stands and footrests. The purpose of this standard is
to minimize accidents caused by operator error in responding to the motoring
environment, by standardizing certain motoreycle controls and displays.




$571.124 Standard No. 124; Accelerator control Fystems.

This standard establishes requirements for the return of a vehicie's throttle
to the idle position when the driver removes the actuating force from the
accelerator control, or in the event of a severance orf disconnection in the
accelerator control system, The purpose of this standard is to reduce deaths and
injuries resulting from engine overspeed caused by malfunctions in the accelerator
control system.

$c°. ..125 Standard No. 125; Warning devices,

This standard establishes requirements for devices, without selfcontained
energy sources, that are designed to be carried in motor vehicles und used to warn
approaching traffic of the presence of a stopped vehicle, except for devices
designed to be permanently affixed to the veldcle. The purpose of this standard is
to reduce deaths and injuries due to rear-end collisions between moving traffic and
disabled vehlcles.

§571.126 Standard No. 128; Truck-camper loading.

This standard requires manufacturers of slide-in carapers to aftix a label to
each camper that contains information relating to certification, identification, and
proper loading, and to provide more detailed loading infoxrmation in the owner's
manual. The purpose of this standard is to provide information that can be used to
reduce overloading and improper load placement in truck-camper combinations,
and unsafe truck-camiper matching, in order to prevent accidents resulting from
the adverse effects of these conditions on vehicle steering and braking.

§571.127 Standard No. 127; Speedometers and odometers. (Effective September 1,
1979, and September 1, 1980)

This standard establishes requizements for the installation and accuracy of
speedometers and odometers in motor vehicles, limits the speed which can be
indicated on a speedometer, and requires that odometers be tamper-resistant. The
purpose of this standard is to ensure that each motor vehicle is equipped with
accurate and reliable instruments needed for monitoring driving speeds,
maintaining proper vehicle maintenance schedules, and providing an indication of
the vehiele's probable condition.

§571.201 Standard No. 201; Occupant protection in interior impact.

This standard specifies reguirements to afford irpact protection for
occupants.
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$571.202 Standard No. 202; Head restraints.

This standard specifies requirements for head restraints to reduce the
frequency and severity of neck injury in rear-end and other collisions.

$571.203 Standard No. 203; Impact protection for the driver from the steering
eontrol system.

This standard specifies requirements for steering control systems that will
minimize chest, neck, and facial injuries to the driver as a result of impact.

§571.204 Standard No. 204; Steering control rearward displacement.

This standard specifies requirements limiting the rearward displacement of
the steering control into the passenger compartment to reduce the likelihood of
chest, neck, or head injury.

§571.205 Standard No. 205; Glazing materials.

This standard specifies requirements for glazing materials for use in motor
vehicles and motor vehicle equipment. The purpose ¢ this standard is to reduce
injuries resulting from impact to glazing surfaces, to ensure a necessary degree of
transparency in motor vehicle windows for driver visibility, and to minimize the
possibility of oceupants being thrown through the vehicle windows in eollisions.

§571.206 Standa¢d No. 208; Door locks and door retention components.

This standard specifies requirements for side door locks and side door
retention components including latches, hingers, and other supporting means, to
minimize the likelihood of occupants being thrown from the vehicle as a result of
impact.

§571.207 Stendard No. 207; Seating systems.

This standard establishes requirements for seats, their attachment
assemblies, and their installation to minimize the possibility of their fallure by
forces acting on them as a result of vehicle impaect.

$571.208 Standard No. 208; Occupant crash protection. (Effective September 1,
1981)

This standard specifies performance requirements for the protection of
vehicle occupants in erashes. The purpose of this standard is to reduce the number
of deaths of vehicle occupants, and the severity of injuries, by specifying vehicle
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crashworthiness requirements in terms of forces and accelerations measured on
anthropomorphic dummles in test orashes, and by specifying equipment
requirements for active and passive restraint systems.

§571.209 Standard No. 209; Seatbelt assemblies.

This standard specifies requirements for seatbelt sczemblies.

§571,210 Standard No. 210; Seatbelt assembly anchorages.

This stendard establislies requirements for seatbelt assembly anchorages to
ensure their proper locaticn for effective occupant restraint and to reduce the
likelihood of their failure,

§571.211 Standard No. 2115 Wheel nuts, wheel dises, and hub caps,

This standard precludes the use of wheel nuts, wheel dises, and hub caps that
constitute a hazard to pedestrians and cyeclists.

§571.212-76 Standard No. 212-76; Windshield mounting. (Effective September 1,
1978)

This standard establishes windshield retenuon requirements for motor
vehicles during crashes. The purpose of this standard is to reduce crash injuries
and fatalities by providing for retention of the vehicle windshield during a crash,
thereby utilizing fully the penetration-resistance and injury-avoidance properties
of the windshield glazing material and preventing the ejection of occupants from
the vehicle,

§571.213 Standard No. 213; Child seating systems.

This standard specifies requirements for child seating systems to minimize
the likelihood of death and injury to children in vehicle crashes or sudden stops by
ejection from the vehicle, contact with the vehicle interior, or contact with a child
seating system,

§571.214 Standard No. 214; Side door strength,

This standard specifies strength requirements for side doors of a motor
vehicle to minimize the safety hazard caused by intrusion into the passenger
compartment in a side impact accldent. :
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$571.213 8tanderd No. 218; Exterior protection—passenger cars.

This standard establishes requirements for the impact resistance and the
configuration of front and rear vehicle surfaces.

$571.2i6 Standard No. 218; Roof crush resistance—passenger cars,

This standard establishes strength requirements for the passenger
compartinent roof. The purpose of this standurd is to reduce daaths and injuries
due to the crushing of the roof into the passenger compartment in rollover
accidents,

§571.217 Standard No. 2173 Bus window retention and release,

This standard establishes requirements for the retention of windows other
than windshield in buses, and establishes operating forces, opening dimensions, and
markings for pushout bus windows and other emergency exits. The purpose of this
standard is to minimize the likelihood of occupants being thrown from the bus and
to provide a means of readily accessible emergency egress.

$571.217-768 Standard No. 217-76; Bus window retention and release.

This standard establishes requirements for the retention of windows other
than windshields in buses, and establishes operating forces, opening dimensions, and
markings for pushout bus windo:rs and other emergency exits. The purpuse of this
standard is to minimize the likalihood of occupants being thrown from the bus and
to provide & means of readily accessible emergency egress.

$571.218 Standard No. 218; Motorcycle helmets.

This standard establishes minimum performance requirements for helmets
designed for use by motorcyclists and other motor vehicle users. The purpose of
this standard Is to reduce deaths and injuries to motoreyeliste and other motor
vehicle users resulting from head impacts.

$571.219 Standard No. 219; Windshield zone intrusion.

This standard specifies limits for the displacement into the windshield area of
motor vehicle components during a crash, The purpose of this standard is to reduce
crash injuries and fatalities that rerult from occupants contacting vehicle
components displaced near or through the windshield

$571.219-75 Standard No. 219-75; Windshield zone intrusion.

This standard specifies limits for the displacement into the windshield area of
motor vehicle components during a crash. The purpose of this standard is to reduce
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crash injuries and fatalities that result from occupants contacting vehicle
components displaced near or through the windshield =

$571.220 Standard No. 220; School bus rollover protection.
This standard establishes performance requirements for school bus rollover
protection. The purpcse of this standard is to reduce the number of deaths and the

severity of injuries that result from fallure of the school bus body structure to
withstand forces ensountered in rollover crashes.

$571,221 Standard No, 221; School bus body joint strength.

This standard establishes requirements for the strength of the body penel
joints in school bus bodies. The purpose of this standard is to redice deaths and
injuries resulting from the structural collapse of school bus bodies during erashes.

$571.222 Standard No. 222; School bus passenger seating and crash protection,

This standard establishes occupant protection requirements for school bus
passenger seating and restraining barriers, The purpose of this standard is to
reduce the number of deaths and the severity of injuries that result from the
impact of school bus occupants against structures within the vehicle during crashes
and sudden driving maneuvers.

$571.301-75 Standard No, 301-75; Fuel system integrity.

This standard specifies requirements for the integrity of motor vehicle fuel
systems. The purpose of this standard is to reduce deaths end injuries occurring
from fires that result from fuel spillage during and after motor vehicle crashes.

$571.302 Standard No, 302; Flammabllity of interior materials,

This standard specifies burn resistance caquirements for materials used in the
occupant conipartments of motor vehicles. The purpose of this standard is to
reduce the deaths and injuries to motor vehicle occupants caused by vehicle fires,
especially those originating in the interior of the vehicle from sources such as
matches or cigarettes,
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